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Abstract
Berry, Adoracion. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December 2016. Examining Higher
Education Faculty Beliefs and Practices Regarding World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages. Major Professor: Deborah Lowther, PhD.
This study examined the extent to which foreign language faculty’s beliefs about learning
languages were consistent with their instructional practices, as guided by four research questions:
1) What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher education
foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
(ACTFL Standards)? 2) What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the ACTFL Standards? 3) In what ways, if any, are
there variations between faculty beliefs and practices regarding teaching higher education
foreign language courses based on the ACTFL Standards? 4) What do faculty report as key
benefits and challenges to implementing the ACTFL Standards when teaching higher education
foreign language courses? Quantitative data were collected from 59 foreign language faculty
members at one university, and members from two foreign language organizations (ACTFL;
SCOLT).
Results suggest faculty believed the ACTFL Standards were important and beneficial
with regards to providing guidelines for teaching a foreign language, preparing students as global
citizens, and introducing cultures. However, findings also revealed significant differences
between faculty beliefs and self-reported practices of including ACTFL activities. Specifically,
activities rated as very important were included with moderate frequency. The faculty identified
key challenges are possible reasons for these differences: not knowing how to apply the
standards, lack of time to modify existing foreign language materials, and lack of student
motivation due to foreign language being a required course. Faculty expressed a need for
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training on how to integrate student activities that are based on ACTFL Standards. ACTFL
standards related to use of technology for language learning were rated as moderately important
and were infrequently included in foreign language instruction. This was also an area for which
some faculty reported a need for training to better understand how technology can enhance
language learning. Another area of importance that emerged from the findings were the
perceptions of some faculty that the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages, or
overall standards in general, are more of an inhibitor than a facilitator of effective language
learning.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Most higher education foreign language departments use the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
as a foundational component of their language learning courses. These standards are structured
into five Goal Areas: Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities,
commonly called the ACTFL 5Cs. Each Goal Area has from two to three associated Standards
that also address 21st Century Skills. This research examined higher education faculty beliefs
and practices in the use of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages in regard to
teaching foreign language (FL) courses. Enquiring into faculty practices and beliefs offered a
deeper understanding of the nature of language teaching (Thompson, 2009), revealed teaching
guidelines (Breen, Hird, Milton, Oliver, & Thwaite, 2001), unveiled faculty practices and
pedagogical decisions (Pajares, 1992), and exposed limitations on teaching and learning
languages (Ophus & Abbitt, 2009; Thompson, 2009). Therefore, exploring higher education
faculty’s teaching and learning approaches helped reveal the role of the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages in higher education foreign language courses.
Statement of the Problem
In order to prepare college students for successful careers in today’s global society,
various approaches, research findings on applied linguistics theories, and rigorous standards such
as those developed by ACTFL have been recommended. However, according to Kramsch
(2014), the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages or ACTFL 5Cs have not been
applied by higher education as expected even though the goals and standards are typically cited
on college web sites and in mission statements. While the ACTFL 5Cs have been shown to be
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beneficial for learning languages (Lear & Abbott, 2008), faculty may not apply the standards due
to not being aware of the standards, not understanding how to apply the standards, not believing
in the standards (Borg, 2003; Labaree, 2000), or believing in the standards, but not reflecting that
belief in instructional practices (Allen, 2002). These inconsistencies are of concern, as
mentioned by Shedivy (2004), “Many students bound for college will study the obligatory two
years, and half will exit the program before intermediate proficiency is achieved, immediately
upon completion of the second level” (p. 104). Additionally, Dong, Stupnisky and Berry (2013),
revealed, “learning a new language has been reported as being a difficult task” (p. 1587). Results
such as these suggest there is a gap between expectations and practices in higher education
courses. In other words, does higher education foreign language instruction meet recommended
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
Research Purpose
Recognizing faculty beliefs in teaching and learning languages facilitates understanding
their practices. Research indicates that beliefs about instruction are important in perceiving
teaching practices (Pajares, 1992; Phipps & Borg, 2009). On the one hand, in 1996 ACTFL
established the Standards for Foreign Language Learning, Preparing for the 21st Century
(NSFLEP, 2015), and in 2013 the ACTFL revised version has been followed by higher education
faculty, administrators, and curricula developers to expand and improve teaching and learning
languages nationwide in the United States (ACTFL/CAEP, 2013). Conversely, while faculty
beliefs have been shown to influence teaching languages (Lü & Lavandenz, 2014; Thompson,
2009; Pajares, 1992), other studies revealed faculty beliefs are not necessarily the path to faculty
practices (Breen et al. (2001); Ciroki, Tennekon, & Pena, 2014; Pajares, 1992; Thompson, 2009).
Hence, by identifying what faculty beliefs are in comparison to how they teach their courses
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clarified areas for further research to determine how to narrow any gaps. In other words, what is
needed to help faculty teaching more closely align with their beliefs of best practices for
language learning acquisition? This study investigated the extent to which foreign language
faculty beliefs about learning languages are consistent with their instructional practices.
Research Questions
This study examined higher education faculty’s beliefs regarding the use of WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages and compared such beliefs to faculty reported
practices. The research was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages?
2. What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher education foreign
language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
3. In what ways, if any, are there variations between faculty beliefs and practices regarding
teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages?
4. What do faculty report as key benefits and challenges to implementing the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher education foreign
language courses?
Significance
Several reasons support the significance of this study as it investigated implementation of
the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages by faculty teaching higher education
foreign language courses. The World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages are the
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starting focus of this study about the importance of communication in more than one language,
competence and understanding cultural interactions, connections among disciplines and careerrelated situations, comparisons between various cultures, interactions between multilingual
communities, and technology literacy in teaching and learning languages (NSFLEP, 2015).
Furthermore, the ACTFL 21st Century Skills Map indicates that teachers and faculty should
incorporate various technologies in their pedagogies to engage students in learning authentic
materials and cultures and to connect American students with students abroad (ACTFL & P21,
2011).
Language education is related to international relations and to globalization (Rosenberg,
2005; Boubsil, Carabajal, & Vidal, 2009); moreover, the language education in the United States
compared to other countries is considered insufficient to accommodate today’s globalization
requirements (Wang, Jackson, Mana, Liau, & Evans, 2010; Byrnes, 2006). Thus, there is a need
to prepare American learners to communicate in more than one language for a global society
(Cai, 2001; CED, 2006; Lo Bianco, 2014; Wang et al., 2010). The main goal of the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages is to link communication and culture by applying
connections and comparisons to both local and global societies in order to prepare learners for
successful careers in a global society (NSFLEP, 2015). As mentioned by Nelson Mandela in the
2012 in Succeeding Globally Through International Education and Engagement report presented
by the U.S. Department of Education (2012), “If you talk to a man in a language he understands,
that goes to his head. If you talk to him in his own language, that goes to his heart” (p. 7).
According to a study conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (Abbott & Phillips,
2011), 2,134 teachers and faculty from K-12, undergraduate, and graduate courses participated in

4

a survey on the usage of the ACTFL 5Cs when teaching languages. The results indicated use of
the ACTFL 5Cs was more frequent in K-12 courses than in undergraduate or graduate courses.
Thus, this study identified the beliefs and practices of faculty teaching higher education
foreign language courses and determined if any gaps exist between the faculty’s beliefs and
practices using the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. The participants for this
study were faculty who taught higher education foreign language courses in the United States.
The reason for this group of participants is because the World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages were established by an American association, and the standards are required by most
higher education institutions in the U.S. The results of this study help identify areas of potential
professional development to increase faculty use of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions apply to the listed terms used in this study.
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)
As embodied in About the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages
(2015a), “ACTFL is an individual membership organization of more than 12,500 language
educators and administrators from elementary through graduate education, as well as government
and industry” (para. 1).
Faculty’s Belief
Faculty’s belief is how faculty “think about the nature of teaching and learning” (Aguirre
& Speer, 2000, p. 327).
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Faculty’s Practice
Faculty’s practice is “a process and a kind of teaching mode” (Lv, 2014, p. 1441)
implemented during instruction.
Foreign Language (FL)
“Foreign languages in educational settings” (Kramsch, 2000, p. 313) is “Foreign
languages traditionally learned in schools that are removed from any natural context of use”
(Kramsch, 2000, p. 315).
Globalization
Globalization is the “increasing social, economic, financial, cultural, and technological
integration of different countries and regions, especially in recent decades” (Weber, 2007, p.
280).
Learning Languages (LL)
Learning languages is “broadly defined as developing the ability to communicate in the
second/foreign language” (LANQUA, n.d., para 1).
Partnership for 21st Century Skills
Partnership for 21st Century Skills is a “national organization that advocates for the
integration of skills such as critical thinking, problem solving and communication into the
teaching of core academic subjects such as English, reading or language arts, world languages,
arts, mathematics, economics, science, geography, history, government and civics” (P21, 2009,
p. 9).
Southern Conference on Language Teaching (SCOLT)
As embodied in Southern Conference on Language Teaching, SCOLT is “a non-profit
organization serving World Language professionals in Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
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Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,
West Virginia, and the U.S. Virgin Islands” (SCOLT, 2016, para 5).
Second Language (L2)
Second language is a language learned by “nonnative (L2) speakers of the language”
(Horiba, 2012, p. 108) by participating in a “readily available” (Brown, 2007, p. 134) natural
environment.
Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
SLA refers to learning a FL in American classroom settings either face-to-face or online
by Anglophone, or English speakers. Learning outcomes for SLA programs are based on the
United States National Standards for Foreign Language Education established by ACTFL in
2013 (Kramsch, 2000, p. 315).
Technology Literacy
Students as productive global citizens use appropriate technologies when interpreting
messages, interacting with others, and producing written, oral, and visual messages (P21, 2009,
p. 14)
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
The World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (Standards for Learning
Languages) established by ACTFL in 2013 (NSFLEP, 2015) are organized into five Goal Areas
known as the ACTFL 5 Cs and 11 standards as outlined below (NSFLEP, 2015).
Goal 1: Communication
Standard 1.1 – Interpersonal l Communication
Standard 1.2 – Interpretive Communication
Standard 1.3 - Presentational Communication
Goal 2: Cultures
Standard 2.1 – Relating Cultural Practices to Perspectives
Standard 2.2 – Relating Cultural Products to perspectives
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Goal 3: Connections
Standard 3.1 – Making Connections
Standard 3.2 – Acquiring information and Diverse Perspectives
Goal 4: Comparisons
Standard 4.1 – Language Comparisons
Standard 4.2 – Cultural Comparison
Goal 5: Community
Standard 5.1 – School and Global Communities
Standard 5.2 - Lifelong Learning (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 9)
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
The review of literature focuses on five primary themes associated with higher education
foreign language faculty beliefs and practices’ regarding the use of the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Language (ACTFL) World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages.
The themes provide justification and support for the research focus. First is an overview of the
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages that includes a discussion of the associated
Goal Areas, Standards, and the role of 21st Century Skills regarding technology literacy. This is
followed by a discussion of higher education faculty pedagogical beliefs and practices associated
with the Standards for Learning Languages. The next sections examine key benefits and
challenges of implementing the Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher
education language courses. The chapter ends with a brief summary highlighting central
components of the review.
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
The World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (Standards for Learning
Languages) is the newest revision of the ACTFL 5C Goal Areas and Standards. Below is a
discussion of the Standards for Learning Languages purpose, a brief history, the 5C Goal Areas
and Standards, and the influence of the standards on faculty, institutions, and researchers.
Purpose
The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Language (ACTFL) established the
national standards for learning languages that are based on ACTFL’s Statement of Philosophy:
Language and communication are at the heart of the human experience. The United
States must educate students who are linguistically and culturally equipped to
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communicate successfully in a pluralistic American society and abroad. This imperative
envisions a future in which ALL students will develop and maintain proficiency in
English and at least one other language, modern or classical. Children who come to
school from non-English backgrounds should also have opportunities to develop further
proficiencies in their first language. (2015b, para 15)
The development of the standards started in 1993 and was sponsored by the U.S. federal
government with the purpose of establishing the learning languages content standards (NSFLEP,
2015). Since 1993, ACTFL has published four editions of the Standards for Foreign Language
Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century: 1996, 1999, 2006, and 2013. In 2013, the title was
changed to World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. A brief history of Standards for
Learning Languages and their influence on faculty, institutions, and research follows.
Brief History
During 1993-1994 the U.S. federal government approved H.R.2619 - Foreign Language
Economic Enhancement Act (Library of Congress, 2016), which contributed funds to define the
national standards for various educational areas, one of which was foreign language (FL)
education, grades K-12 (ACTFL & P21, 2011; Chamot, Meloni, Bartoshesky, Kadah, & Keatley,
2004). Development of the standards continued during the Bush administration’s America 2000
(Civic Impulse, 2016) education initiative and the latter was named Goals 2000: Educate
America (Civic Impulse, 2016). In 1994 and during the Clinton administration, Goals 2000:
Educate America Act H.R. 1804 (Library of Congress, 2016) was signed. According to the
National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project (NSFLEP, 2015), a FL standards
development task force, comprised of participants from various languages, levels of instruction,
program models, and different U.S. regions, was charged with defining content standards that
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depict what FL learners should know and be able to do. Specifically, the main purpose of this
task force was to define standards, which measure a learner’s progress over time rather than
standards that provide a curriculum guide, define course content, or recommendations to expand
studies. As a result, the following FL standards were published.
Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century (1996).
The three-year project outlined standards for grades K-12 with the purpose of facilitating schools
and programs to integrate and align the standards with their curriculums (Abbott & Phillips,
2011). In 1996, the first publication of ACTFL Standards for Foreign Language Learning:
Preparing for the 21st Century included 10 languages (NSFLEP, 2015), which are cited as
‘generic standards’ (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 16).
Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century (1999).
The 1999 publication was revised to include Chinese (Abbott & Phillips, 2011), and with the
addition of seven professional organizations the new publication included language-specific
standards (NSFLEP, 2015).
Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century (2006).
The 2006 revision not only incorporated another language, Arabic, but additional revisions due
to the arrival of the 21st Century (NSFLEP, 2015). Specifically, of interest to this research was
the introduction of five broad goal areas called “The Five C’s” (5 C’s) (NCLRC, 2014, p. 3):
communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and communities (NCLRC, 2014).
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (2013). In 2011, Abbott and
Phillips published the report A Decade of Foreign Language Standards: Impact, Influence, and
Future Directions that described how languages are taught and learned. As a result, revisions to
the 2006 standards publication were presented in the 2013 World-Readiness Standards for
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Learning Languages comprised of the ACTFL 5C’s Goal Areas and 11 associated standards. The
2013 version also included areas of improvement in “literacy in communication, collaboration,
critical thinking, and creativity,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p.17) and the use of the “Sample Progress
Indicators,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p.17) to evaluate the learner’s progress and performance from K-16
courses defined in the following ranges “Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced” (NSFLEP, 2015,
p.17). At the same time, in 2011 the 21st Century Skills Map was designed in a collaborative
effort between ACTFL and the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21) focusing on preparing
learners for World-Readiness and 21st Century Skills; thus, the inclusion of technology literacy
into instruction to enhance language learning (ACTFL & P21, 2011). The next section presents
the Standards for Learning Languages Goal Areas and Standards.
Standards for Learning Languages 5C Goal Areas and Standards
The World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (Standards for Learning
Languages) include five Goal Areas: Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and
Communities, which are often referred to as the “5Cs” (NCLRC, 2014, p. 3). The Standards for
Learning Languages 5C Goal Areas include 11 standards associated with the goals (see Figure
1). An integral component of the Goals and Standards are 21st Century information, media, and
technology skills (ACTFL, 2015b; ACTFL & P21, 2011; NSFLEP, 2015; NCLRC, 2014).
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Figure 1. The National Standards Collaborative Board. (2015). World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages. 4th ed. Alexandria, VA: Author. Reprinted with approval from ACTFL.
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Communication Goal. The Communication goal is defined as, “Communicate
effectively in more than one language in order to function in a variety of situations and for
multiple purposes,” (ACTFL, 2015b, p.1). This goal recommends learners use the language to
communicate; thus, learning languages changes from learning the format of writing, reading,
listening, and speaking to a communicative approach focusing on the learner’s activities. As
mentioned by Wilkinson (2001), for example, French students transfer the learned classroom
vocabulary dialogue sentences using the words “très bien” (very well) or “je ne compres pas” (I
do not understand) during study abroad programs in France to communicate with the locals.
Standards associated with the Communication Goal are: interpersonal, interpretative, and
presentational communication (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
Interpersonal Communication. Interpersonal communication involves conversations that
engage the learner in a continuous process of negotiation using spoken, signed, or written
communication approaches. There is a continuous, dynamic exchange of information among
learners (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
Interpretative Communication. Learners who are listening, viewing, or reading materials
use interpretation rather than exchange of information. For example, during interpretation the
learner reads materials, views movies, or listens to announcements and interprets using his/her
own point of view without further communication (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
Presentational Communication. Presentational communication often occurs as learners
give presentations or speeches on a specific subject using the target language. This is one-way
communication in writing or speaking format where learners demonstrate their ability to
communicate in other languages (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
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Cultures Goal. Learners use the language they are studying to examine, clarify, and
think about the culture associated with the language. The two standards associated with Cultures
are: “Relating Cultural Practices to Perspectives” and “Relating Cultural Products to
Perspectives,” which develop meaning, attitudes, value, and ideas in the practices and products
of the culture (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014). The relationship among practices, products and
perspectives is noted in any culture. For example, bread (product) is essential in every meal in
Spain (perspective) and used for every meal to scoop food (practice) (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC,
2014). Figure 2 depicts the three components of culture.

• Books, tools,
foods, laws,
music, and games

Products

Practices
• Patterns of
social
Interactions

Perspectives

• Meanings,
attitudes, values,
and ideas

Figure 2. Three components of Culture
Source: Adapted from the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (NSFLEP, 2015,
p. 68)
Relating Cultural Practices to Perspectives. The practices of the culture are expressed
through social patterns and behaviors associated with the specific culture (ACTFL, 2015b;
NCLRC, 2014); for example, in the Chinese culture, receiving a personal complement is often
viewed as self-regard; thus, a reply of “thank you” isn’t offered (Ross & Ma, 2006).
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Relating Cultural Products to Perspectives. Products reflect the perceptible or unnoticed
creations of a particular culture. Perceptible items are pottery, for example, or colorful clothing
used by Bolivians in the cold Andean region; unnoticed products are language, music or the
educational system of a particular country (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
Connections Goal. Through connections with other languages and cultures, via the
Internet or other tools, learners build, increase, and reinforce their knowledge of the language
being learned. Also, learners use critical thinking by searching, solving problems, and expanding
their knowledge, and at the same time, learners enhance their views on any subject (ACTFL,
2015b; NCLRC, 2014). Two standards associated with connections are: “Making Connections”
and “Acquiring Information and Diverse Perspectives.”
Making Connections. Through making connections, “Learners build, reinforce, and
expand their knowledge of other disciplines while using the language to develop critical thinking
and to solve problems creatively,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 82).
Acquiring Information and Diverse Perspectives. Through attaining information and
various viewpoints, “Learners access and evaluate information and diverse perspectives that are
available through the language and its cultures,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 86).
Comparisons Goal. This goal is associated with communication and cultures, thus,
learners investigating cultures are able to reflect and compare languages and cultures with their
own. At the same time, learners identify cultural differences as a part of the life of specific
cultures. For example, students at the University of Hawaii, view Japanese commercials to
identify and compare cultural stereotypes; then, the students use role-play group discussion about
their observations (Ogan, Aleven, & Jones, 2005). The standards associated with comparisons
are “Language Comparisons” and “Cultural Comparisons” (ACTFL, 2015b; NCLRC, 2014).
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Language Comparisons. “Learners compare the language studied with their own
language by examining, clarifying, and reflecting on the language cultures,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p.
92).
Cultural Comparisons. “Learners compare their own culture with other cultures by
investigating, exploring, reflecting, and comparing their own cultures with others,” (NSFLEP,
2015, p. 95).
Communities Goal. In today’s society how learners communicate with their own society
and other societies is an important aspect of globalization. When learners use a language
different than their mother tongue inside and outside the classroom, the interactions develop
global citizen skills needed for today’s global community. The standards associated with
communities are: “School and Global Communities” and “Lifelong Learning” (ACTFL, 2015b;
NCLRC, 2014).
School and Global Communities. “Language is used inside and outside the classroom
settings in a collaborative approach towards a globalized world,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 102).
Lifelong Learning. “Learners set goals and consider their progress by using languages
for pleasure, enhancement, and growth,” (NSFLEP, 2015, p. 106).
Technology Literacy. Technology literacy is embedded in the ACTFL 5C’s Goal Areas
and Standards, as presented in the 21st Century Skills Map (ACTFL & P21, 2011). ACTFL 5C’s
Goals and Standards 21st Century Skills Map cites: “Students as productive global citizens use
appropriate technologies when interpreting messages, interacting with others, and producing
written, oral, and visual messages” (ACTFL & P21, 2011, p.14).
ACTFL 21st Century Skills Map. Development of the ACTFL 21st Century Skills Map
was a joint effort of ACTFL, the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21), and teachers,
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researchers, and business leaders across the nation. The teams developed several skills maps in
areas such as math, geography, science, social studies, English and world languages (ACTFL &
P21, 2011). The World Languages are in the 21st Century Skills Map Introduction includes this
statement:
Clearly, language education is critical to our students’ success in the world of the future:
a world that will insist upon their need to interact effectively with others who do not
speak English. It is critically important that schools, elementary through post-secondary,
offer our students that opportunity to develop those skills (ACTFL & P21, 2011, p. 2).
The 2014, new 21st Century Skills Map – Project Management for Learning designed by
P21 and the Project Management Institute (PMI) focus on the importance of preparing learners
through the completion of projects. Instruction is offered to prepare learners in all areas,
including world languages and technology, for their future careers, and by teaching and learning
how “to plan, organize, set-up, launch, lead, manage, and make the most of the rich learning
project” (p. 3).
Due to the importance of the Standards for Learning Languages, next, such influence on
faculty, institutions, and research is discussed.
Influence of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
In 2008, ACTFL received a three-year federal grant under the International Research and
Studies program to examine the “effects of the Standards for Foreign Language learning:
Preparing for the 21st Century” (Abbott & Phillips, 2011, p. 1) on faculty, institutions, and
researchers in the profession of teaching and learning languages. The conclusions of the study
were published in the report, A Decade of Foreign Language Standards: Impact, Influence, and
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Future Directions (Abbott & Phillips, 2011). Below is an overview of the key findings related to
how the Standards for Learning Languages have influenced faculty, institutions, and researchers.
Influence of the Standards for Learning Languages on Faculty
The report, prepared by Abbott and Phillips (2011), revealed that FL faculty from K-16
courses, administration, classroom practices, and preparation of future faculty have been
influenced as a result of the Standards for Learning Languages. One change has been with regard
to faculty preparation and professional development. In order for students to achieve the
Standards for Learning Languages, K-16 faculty who teach a FL must understand the
implications and practices of learning languages represented by the ACTFL 5C Goals and
Standards (Magnan, Murphy, & Sahakyan, 2014).
In response to the implementation of the Standards for Learning Languages, some
institutions offered higher education faculty professional development workshops and
presentations on ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards. However, although less emphasis is noted in
higher education than K-12, training and some practices were revealed in a study involving 2,134
FL language teachers, methods instructors, district supervisors/program chairs, or state
supervisors from K-16 positions representing various regions of the U.S. (Abbott & Phillips,
2011). The participating faculty taught one or more of the following nine languages: Arabic,
Chinese, ESL, French, German, Italian, Latin, Russian, and Spanish. When faculty were asked
about their participation in formal training in using the Standards for Learning Languages, nearly
half (49%) of the K-12 faculty responded they had not received any training, while 58% of the
higher education faculty indicated they were not aware of Standards for Learning Languages.
Among the 2,134 respondents were 1,299 educators who self-identified as being
language teachers. One section of the survey asked these teachers to rank order the ACTFL 5Cs
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according to the emphasis of each 5C Goal on planning and learning experiences using a scale
where “5 = Most Emphasis” (Abbott & Phillips, 2011, p. 26). As seen in Table 1, the majority
of the respondents (79%) ranked “Communication” as the 5C Goal with the most emphasis on
planning and learning experiences, as compared to “Communities,” which was ranked as the 5C
Goal with the most emphasis by only 8% of the respondents (Abbott & Phillips, 2011, p. 26).
Even though “Communication” and “Cultures” received the most emphasis, the results also
showed that FL faculty had difficulty incorporating these 5C Goals into their lessons, as well as
difficulty designing assessment materials (Abbott & Phillips, 2011). Similar findings were seen
with FL graduate teaching assistants responsible for developing and designing lessons and
assessments, where lack of preparation on how to integrate the Standards for Learning
Languages was noted (Allen & Negueruela-Azarola, 2010; Enkin, 2015). Enkin (2015) suggests
this concern could be addressed by providing a “standards-based course sequence” (p. 306) and
standards-based training for graduate assistants who teach foreign languages.
Table 1
Rank Order of the Five Goal Areas in Terms of Emphasis on Planning and Learning
Experiences (5= Most Emphasis)
Five Goal Area

Percentage

Communication

79%

Cultures

22%

Comparisons

12%

Connections

11%

Communities

8%

Source: Abbott and Phillips (2011, p. 26)
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Additionally, when examining open-ended responses from 170 of the language teachers,
29% of participants reported using technology for their students to communicate with other
target language individuals. However, only two mentioned the use of technology to teach the 5C
Goal “Cultures”, while two reported teaching authentic materials by searching the Internet
(Abbott & Phillips, 2011).
Influence of the Standards for Learning Languages on Institutions
There has been widespread adoption of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages by state departments of education for both K-12 and higher education programs
(ACTFL, 2015a). The Standards for Learning Languages were also integrated into professional
and assessment accreditation programs such as the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE), and more recently the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP) (ACTFL, 2015c). These changes resulted in institutional performance
measures for higher education majors and minors, which emphasized a global education and
connections between higher education and professional development (Abbott & Phillips, 2011).
Another influence of the Standards for Learning Languages was ACTFL’s development of the
Integrated Performance Assessment (IPA) used by institutions to assess language student
proficiency in solving tasks associated with the three modes of communication: Interpretive,
Interpersonal and Presentational (Kissau & Adams, 2016).
The 2006 ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards revision included technology with the purpose
of building technology literacy skills to support learning languages inside and outside the
classroom (Magnan, et al., 2014; ACTFL & P21, 2011). Higher education addresses these
standards by requiring learners to use technology to create digital products such as portfolios and

21

diaries, and to participate in virtual language communities based on learner-centered projects in
faculty-guided environments (Magnan et al., 2014).
Even though Standards for Learning Languages have been widely adopted by K-16
institutions, they have been implemented primarily in K-12 institutions (Magnan, Murphy,
Sahakyan, & Suyeon, 2012). Thus, the impact is less noticeable in higher education settings
(Byrd, Hlas, Watzke, & Valencia, 2011; McAlpine, 2000). Long (2005) suggested the limited
impact of the Standards may be due to political or practical reasons, which include faculty
teaching introductory courses without the necessary preparation, as well as lack of the Standards
in the learning languages pedagogy. As reported by Abbott and Phillips (2011), the main
constraints to implementing the Standards for Learning Languages were time (68%), budget
(67%), lecturing about various priorities (43%), resources (32%), difficulty finding prepared
facilitators (30%), lack of support from administration (21%), and lack of interest by faculty in
incorporating the Standards for Learning Languages (21%).
Influence of Standards for Learning Languages on Research
The Standards for Learning Languages has been widely read and used by researchers,
once again, having a greater impact on K-12 as compared to higher education research (Abbott &
Phillips, 2011). Abbott and Phillips (2011) suggest some of this difference may be due to the
original focus of Standards for Learning Languages being on K-12 initiatives with the intention
of learners continuing their language studies during college. Although research shows less
presence of the Standards for Learning Languages in higher education (Allen, 2009), there has
been a steady increase in the use of various pedagogical approaches and textbooks incorporating
the Standards (Enkin, 2015; Knight, 2000).
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A review of research investigating the use of the Standards for Learning Languages for
higher education reveals positive outcomes (Scott, 2009). Research reveals the importance given
by faculty and administrators to some of the Standards for Learning Languages, instead of all
them; for instance, the communication goal is one of the most applied goals in contrast to the
other goals (culture, connections, comparisons, and communities) (Wu, 2010). This is evidenced
in the Abbott and Phillips (2011) report on 2,134 respondents where 90% of the participants cite
the communication goal as one of the main goals used in pedagogical instruction and
professional development. Moreover, earlier results suggested the communities and connections
goals were challenging for faculty to implement due to their practical applications and the topics
of communication, cultures, and comparisons being already present in teaching and learning
languages curriculum (Long, 2005). Use of technology for learning languages is another area in
which the Standards for Learning Languages have influenced research. An increase is noted in
research on use of various technologies such as whiteboard, digital storytelling, and podcasts to
enhance multiple visual and audio approaches for learning languages; however, more research is
needed to investigate how to effectively integrate technology literacy skills into the FL
curriculum (Hur & Suh, 2012). Moreover, there is also a need for faculty trained in the use of
technology literacy and usage of the local heritage linguistic resources in order to achieve higher
language competence in their teaching approaches (Abbott, Feal, & Looney, 2014).
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages Summary
The revised 2013 World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (2015b) focuses
on learning languages by providing learners with opportunities to explore, develop,
communicate, learn strategies, apply critical thinking, develop technology skills, use language
elements to communicate with others, and enhance the knowledge of different cultures. Thus,
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using the Standards for Learning Languages in communication, cultures, connections,
comparison, and communities, with the processes involved in learning languages, provides
learners the opportunity to be part of a global society (Ingold & Wang, 2010; Wang et al., 2010).
The Standards for Learning Languages emphasizes that language is more than memorizing
vocabulary lists and grammar structures, reciting dialogues, or practicing writing, reading, and
listening (Allen, 2002); thus, examining higher education FL faculty pedagogical beliefs and
practices helped reveal reported uses of these foundational standards. Next, higher education FL
faculty pedagogical beliefs and practices are presented.
World Readiness Standards for Learning Languages: Faculty Beliefs and Practices
Faculty beliefs and practices can be described as reciprocal (Allen, 2002; Pajares, 1992),
or as noted by Zheng, 2009, beliefs “are the permeable and dynamic structures that act as a filter
through which new knowledge and experience are screened for meaning” (p. 74). Further,
faculty beliefs are considered linked to how faculty think and perceive classroom instructional
practices (Breen et al., 2001; Zheng, 2009), and how such cognition influences faculty’s
pedagogical decisions and practices (Borg, 2011). Over 20 years ago, Richardson (1996)
indicated the importance of unveiling faculty beliefs and practices as a way to provide a better
understanding on how faculty identify and transform implicit or unexamined beliefs about
teaching. This study examined the relationship between higher education FL faculty beliefs and
practices with regard to teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages.
Williams and Burden (1997), Allen (2002), Freeman (2002), Borg (2003), and confirmed
a need to evaluate the relationship between faculty beliefs and practices in second language
acquisition. However, faculty practices are not always a reflection of faculty beliefs, though the

24

interaction between beliefs and practice could lead to a change in beliefs over time to
accommodate learners’ needs (Freeman & Freeman, 1994; Phipps & Borg, 2009; Romero,
2000). Even though changes are often difficult for faculty, their beliefs are significant predictors
of change (Opfer & Pedder, 2011).
Based on Peacock (2001), Phipps and Borg (2009), and Enkin (2015), faculty beliefs in
relationship to their teaching practices are driven by their own learning experiences. Faculty
develop their beliefs and practices about teaching and learning prior to or during undergraduate
courses; thus, faculty beliefs play an integral role in the use of the Standards for Learning
Languages (Allen, 2002). Higher education FL faculty are often unaware of the Standards for
Learning Languages, and thus are unprepared to use them (Magnan et al., 2014; Swaffar, 2006).
This lack of emphasis in higher education may be related to the initial 1993 introduction of the
ACTFL 5Cs Goals and Standards at the K-12 rather than K-16 level (Byrd, et al., 2011). Since
1999, one notes the presence of professional organizations recommending the ACTFL 5Cs Goals
and Standards in K-16 courses, higher education textbooks, and pedagogical methods (Knight,
2000). Further, even though there has been a moderate increase by higher education faculty in
the use of the Standards for Learning Languages (ter Horst & Pearce, 2010; Velez-Rendon,
2002), FL faculty may fear losing their pedagogical freedom when using the Standards for
Learning Languages (Magnan et al., 2014); or often view teaching a FL based on their
professional interests (Lo Bianco, 2014). Plus, as mentioned, faculty are often resistant to
changing their beliefs and practices (Nisbett & Ross, 1980), despite recommended changes in
learning languages education in higher education (Swaffar & Arens, 2005).
Various factors influence faculty pedagogical decisions, such as the faculty’s values,
goals, and assumptions about cultural and social aspects of their teaching environment (Lacorte,

25

& Canabal, 2005), faculty and learner’s relationship (Labaree, 2000), as well as the learner’s
gender, classroom behavior, performance, and background (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Thus,
faculty preparation and professional development should take into consideration faculty beliefs
and practices with the purpose of preventing faculty dissatisfaction (Bingimlas & Hanrahan,
2010). Moreover, it is also helpful to understand faculty beliefs about the use of technology
when planning pedagogical training (Kim, Kim, Lee, Spector, & DeMeester, 2013). In other
words, FL faculty need to learn in a responsive and flexible teaching environment that prepares
them to strengthen learners’ cultural understanding and communication with the purpose of
being part of a globalized environment (Ingold & Wang, 2010; Wang et al., 2010).
World Readiness Standards for Learning Languages: Benefits and Challenges
There are several benefits as well as challenges associated with implementation of the
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. Below is a discussion that highlights some
of these key benefits and challenges.
Benefits
When instruction in higher education foreign language courses emphasizes one or more
of the ACTFL 5C Goals of communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and
communities, as well as technology literacy, a variety of student benefits are possible, as
described below.
A study involving 613 higher education FL faculty members, revealed use of the 5C
Goals increased learner participation in real communication tasks that supported comprehension,
interpretation, and presentation of the language (Allen, 2002). Additionally, use of the 5C Goals
has been shown to promote culture awareness through student engagement in communicative
classroom activities using meaningful topics, real-world tasks, technology, and activities outside
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the classroom settings (Bell, 2005; Brown, 2009; Fryer, 2012). Furthermore, focusing on the 5C
Goal of communication helped to facilitate learning other aspects of a target language (Cutshall,
2012), while the use of authentic materials by faculty to develop curriculum was shown to
facilitate learners’ communication and cultural awareness (Magnan et al., 2014).
Another benefit of implementing the Standards for Learning Languages is associated
with the 5C Goal of communities. Specifically, when students studying a foreign language
experience the target language through service learning opportunities, they are better able to
make connections with their community, gain an understanding of civic engagement, and apply
the target language in an authentic setting (Caldwell, 2007). ter Horst and Pearce (2010), point
out that further benefits of student involvement with communities include facilitation of
linguistic comparisons, improved language acquisition, and enhanced knowledge of other
disciplines such as the environment, literature, and social studies.
Benefits of implementing the 5C Goal of comparison that involved comparing FL
materials with other disciplines, promoted critical thinking and writing production, which are
both significant for practicing the target language (Seidlitz, 2012). When students engage in
comparison of grammar, literature, and cultural aspects of readings in the target language to
those in their native language, they are better able to understand the history, politics, language,
and culture of the studied language (NSFLEP, 2015; Cutshall, 2012).
There are also benefits associated with using technology to support the 5C Goals. For
example, technology supports connections with other disciplines (Cutshall, 2012), facilitates
learning (Huhn, 2012), assists in mentoring language learners, and improves retention (Kissau &
King, 2014). As mentioned by Ruggiero (2015), 15 higher education students in a Spanish for
Specific Purposes and civic engagement course experienced social engagement through the use
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of technology and service learning to connect with the local Latino community. Another use of
technology involved student creation of digitals products, such as portfolios and presentations, to
share with native speakers of the target language (Eaton, 2010). Additionally, benefits of using
the 21st Century Skills Map to integrate world languages into the curriculum include fostering
communicative competence, learner centered instruction, personalized materials, integration of
technology, and the use and production of authentic materials to share with various audiences
(ACTFL & P21, 2014). For example, Abbott et al. (2014) cite the benefit of using social media
in learning languages with regard to achieving 5C Goals of communication and communities. In
another example, adult learners experienced language learning benefits when using technology–
supported contextualized activities as, “technology is changing who we are, how we think, and
how we communicate” (Ohler, 2013, p. 50). Student use of technology to produce materials in
the target language is also beneficial with regard to improving critical thinking skills for career
preparation in a global society (Donovan, Green, & Mason, 2014).
As seen, implementation of the Standards for Language Learning 5C Goals can benefit
higher education students who are studying a foreign language. However, there are also several
challenges related to implementation of the 5c Goals, as discussed in the following section.
Challenges
Some challenges encountered by FL higher education faculty when implementing the
ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for Learning Languages are associated with practical and
political reasons (Long, 2005). For example, practical challenges noted by Swender and Vicars
(2012) include difficulties encountered by beginning faculty due to lack of preparation,
spontaneity, fluency, and the use of sequential narration in target language proficiency.
Additional practical challenges are related to difficulties faced by faculty when attempting to
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utilize strategies and materials based on the ACTFL 5C Goals that are provided by their required
textbooks (Edwards-Groves, 2011), and incorporation of the 5C Goals requires more time
preparing additional materials (Hoecherl-Alden, 2006). Political challenges include things such
as the large number of teaching assistants, adjuncts, and instructors who lack appropriate
pedagogical preparation to effectively implement the 5C goals in FL courses (Long, 2005).
Challenges are also noted with regard to the 5C goals of connections and communities.
Specifically, results from the Foreign Languages and Higher Education: New Structures for a
Changed World (MLA, 2007) study revealed that FL faculty often experience challenges
regarding connecting learning languages with other higher education disciplines, creating
meaningful content materials in the context of globalization, and connecting students with target
language communities. Another challenge regarding implementation of the 5C Goal of
communities is faculty belief that students must have direct engagement with local communities
(Abbott & Phillips, 2011) or participate in study abroad opportunities (Magnan et al., 2012) to
achieve the goal. Similar concerns are seen when faculty apply the 5C Goal of cultures to enrich
the learning languages pedagogical approaches (Fryer, 2012; Kramsch, 1995).
Use of technology to support implementation of the ACTFL 5C Goals also has
challenges. As seen in the 21st Century Skills Map, integration of technology is a critical
component of achieving the ACTFL 5C Goals (ACTFL & P21, 2011). However, integration of
technology not only involves the restructuring of FL curriculum and courses, but also
determining “how to build on the existing infrastructure of hardware, support services, and
technology-adapted curricula” (Ezziane, 2007, p. 186). Challenges associated with this level of
technology integration include lack of equipment, lack of faculty knowledge that equipment is
available (Miller, 2007), and faculty anxiety when developing course materials that require
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technology (Kobayashi, 2011). Concerns are also seen with regard to allowing students to use
technology to achieve learning goals due to fear of the loss of control in the classroom and
giving control to students (Eaton, 2010; Miller, 2007). In other words, research studies have not
shown how learners organize their learning languages approaches when using technology to
achieve the 5C Goals (Magnan, et al., 2012). Therefore, further training to prepare faculty for the
21st Century is necessary.
Summary
Today globalization is driving educational pedagogical approaches (Weber, 2007), which
has increased the need for higher education and career development courses taught by open and
flexible world language faculty (Ingold & Wang, 2010). The U.S. Department of Education
(2012) also substantiates the need for professionals with higher language proficiency and cultural
awareness. According to Kramsch (2014), current practices that use communicative pedagogies,
such as using social media to engage with native speakers and authentic materials, have
successfully facilitated language learning; yet, most FL curriculum does not align with what is
needed to prepare professionals for a globalized world. It is common knowledge that many
adults emerge from these more traditional/formal learning languages experiences with limited
ability in the second language (Allen, 2002; Muñoz-Luna, 2014).
According to the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages, the interweaving
of the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for Learning Languages into the curriculum is
recommended (NSFLEP, 2015). Overall, despite such effort and associated benefits, higher
education faculty experience challenges implementing an interrelated curriculum based on the
5C Goals and Standards (Magnan et al., 2014). It is clear that FL instruction needs change from
traditional teaching and learning skill-based practices to provide greater emphasis on various
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communicative approaches (Lotherington & Ronda, 2014; Rymes, 2003). Thus, this study
unveiled higher education faculty’s pedagogical beliefs and practices when teaching FL courses,
as based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages in order to identify areas of
potential intervention.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The primary goal of this study was to examine higher education faculty beliefs and
practices regarding second language acquisition, using the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages (ACTFL, 2015a) World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. This
empirical study consisted of a comprehensive research effort using an online survey for data
collection. This section is organized as follows (a) research questions, (b) research design, (c)
participants, (d) research context, (e) instrumentation, (f) procedures and data collection, (g) data
analysis, (h) limitations, and (i) biases and subjectivities.
Research Questions
The research was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages?
2. What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher education foreign
language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
3. In what ways, if any, are there variations between faculty beliefs and practices
regarding teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages?
4. What do faculty report as key benefits and challenges to implementing the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher education foreign
language courses?
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Research Design
This study employed non-experimental, quantitative survey research design and used
descriptive and inferential analyses to address the research questions. The quantitative data were
gathered with a survey, as it is the recommended approach due to the type of descriptive data,
group size, and the rapid turnaround proposed for this study (Creswell, 2014; Fowler, 2013).
Thus, this study identified and assessed higher education foreign language faculty beliefs
and practices in second language acquisition using a “nonexperimental design such as survey
[that] provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinion of a
population” (Creswell, 2014, pp.12-13). Additionally, this study used a research design based on
Creswell’s (2014) elements of, “questions, data collection, data analysis, interpretation, and
validation” (p. 5), and the Lunenburg and Irby (2008), research elements of, “basic informal
questions, report of the facts, and research based conclusions connecting the data to theory or
prior research” (p. 31). Details of the design are discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter.
Population and Participants
The population for this study included higher education foreign language faculty at the
national, regional and local levels. Specifically, the population consisted of higher education
foreign language faculty who are current members of the following national and/or regional U.S.
foreign language associations: national - American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) and regional - Southern Conference on Language Teaching (SCOLT). The
population also included a local group of higher education foreign language faculty from the
foreign language department in one university in the southern region of the U.S.
The overall population represented by the national and regional foreign language
associations includes K-16 faculty and administrators, whereas this study was limited to higher
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education foreign language faculty included in the overall population. ACTFL is an American
association offering support to foreign language faculty and administrators from K-12 to higher
education; moreover, ACTFL offers support to more than 100 languages (ACTFL, 2015a). The
national population from ACTFL includes a membership of more than 12,500 K-16 foreign
language and literature faculty and administrators. The target group among the 12,500 ACTFL
members was 3,750 higher education faculty teaching at the community college, undergraduate
and graduate levels. The regional population was comprised of members from SCOLT, a nonprofit regional Southern organization of the following 13 states and the Virgin Islands: Alabama,
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia (SCOLT, 2016). SCOLT provides support to
world language teachers from K-16 and higher education in various languages. SCOLT’s total
registered members were not available at the time of this study because, SCOLT does not keep
records of the total registered members, and it is a State level organization that does not keep
records of the registered members. The local population consisted of 74 higher education foreign
language faculty from the foreign languages and literatures department of one university in the
southern region of the U.S. The department offers undergraduate and graduate courses in 13
languages. An estimate of the population is seen in Table 2.
Table 2
Population by Association Level
Association Level
National
Regional
Local

Association
ACTFL
SCOLT
University

Higher Education Population
3,740
[unknown]
74

34

Participants
A total of 99 surveys were distributed by email to 25 randomly selected emails from a list
of ACTFL registered higher education faculty members and to 74 faculty members from one FL
department at a local university. Additionally, an invitation was posted on the ACTFL and
SCOLT Blog, Facebook and/or Twitter. A total of 59 surveys were completed. Of the 59
surveys completed, 25 were from the 99 selected email invitations and 34 from the anonymous
link delivered by ACTFL and SCOLT Blog, Facebook or Twitter (Table 3).
Table 3
Participants Responses by Source: Email or ACTFL and SCOLT Blog, Facebook and/or Twitter
Response Category

Number of Responses (n)

Percentage

Email

25

42.37%

ACTFL and SCOLT Blog,
Facebook and/or Twitter

34

57.63%

Total Responses

59

The participants represent a variety of foreign languages taught, courses levels taught,
years teaching a FL, and current positions, as seen in Table 4. A majority (75%) of the
participants reported teaching Spanish (n = 34, 54%) and French (n = 13, 21%), while the
remainder (n = 15, 25%) reported teaching Chinese, ESL, German, Hebrew, Italian, Japanese,
Portuguese, Russian, and other (Korean). Collectively, of the 59 participants, 52 (88%)
indicated they taught only one language, whereas 7 (11%) taught 2 or more languages. In
looking at the course level, most participants (80%) taught first or second year foreign language
courses. Participant years of experience teaching higher education foreign language courses
varied, with 51% reporting from 1 to 10 years’ experience, and 49% reporting from 11 to more
than 15 years’ experience. Slightly over one-half (53%) of the participants reported being full-
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time employees, with 39% indicating they were professors and 14% instructors, while the
remainder (47%) were part-time adjuncts, graduate assistants, or other.
Participant data were also collected to examine participant self-reported familiarity and
past training regarding the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (Table
4). This information provided an overall background view of the participants in regards to
ACTFL standards. The majority of the participants (78%) reported they were familiar with the
ACTFL standards for learning languages, yet most (64%) indicated they had not received
ACTFL World Readiness Standards training.
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Table 4
Participant Background (N = 59)
Category
Language Taught
(Select all you teach)

Variable
Arabic
Chinese
Classical Greek
ESL
French
German
Hebrew
Italian
Japanese
Latin
Portuguese
Russian
Spanish
Other (Korean)

n
0
2
0
1
13
5
1
1
2
0
1
1
34
1

%
0%
3%
0%
2%
21%
8%
2%
2%
3%
0%
2%
2%
55%
2%

Number of foreign languages taught?

1
2
3 or more

51
5
2

88%
8%
3%

Teach 1st/2nd year foreign language courses?

Yes
No

47
12

80%
20%

Years teaching foreign language at college/university?

1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
More than 15 years

18
12
8
21

31%
20%
14%
36%

Current Position

Professor (Full, Assoc., Assist.)
Instructor
Part-time Adjunct
Graduate Student
Other

23
8
13
5
10

39%
14%
22%
8%
17%

Familiar with ACTFL World Readiness Standards?

Yes
No

46
13

78%
22%

Received ACTFL World Readiness Standards training?

Yes
No

21
38

36%
64%

37

Research Context
This research study focused on current members of the ACTFL and SCOLT
organizations, and higher education foreign language faculty from the foreign languages and
literatures department of one university in the Southern region of the U.S. Therefore, as members
of professional higher education academic associations, the population has demonstrated interest
in creating professional relationships, accessing career resources and opportunities, and staying
informed regarding recent research through journals and conferences, as well as achieving
academic growth through presenting and publishing (Cherwin, 2010). Additionally, higher
education faculty members who engage in scholarly activities within their own disciplines
continue to deepen and improve in their knowledge and understanding of their field of study
(Neumann, 2009).
Instrumentation
A quantitative survey with closed and open-ended items was used to collect information
from higher education foreign language faculty regarding their beliefs and practices in second
language acquisition. As cited by Fowler (2013) “the purpose of the survey is to produce
statistics, that is, quantitative or numerical descriptions about some aspects of the study
population” (p. 1). According to Creswell (2014), surveys yield “quantitative or numeric
description of trends” (p. 155), and “…are the most common instruments … in descriptive
research studies” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 32). Moreover, structured questions combined
with open-ended questions help reduce bias, strengthen the results, and afford a comprehensive
analysis of the research questions (Creswell, 2014). Open-ended questions are used in
quantitative research to unveil unanticipated answers and provide participants the opportunity to
share their opinions (Fowler, 2013).
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Specifically, data for this research were gathered using the Foreign Language Faculty
Survey (FLFS), which was formatted using Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, 2009) (see
Appendix A). The FLFS is a researcher-developed instrument designed to assess faculty’s beliefs
and practices regarding the use of ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for Learning Languages in
communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and communities, and the use of
Technology Literacy for FL instruction (NSFLEP, 2015). The choice to use a researcherdeveloped survey was made after review of validated instruments (Abbott & Phillips, 2011;
Allen, 2002), which did not yield a survey that fully addressed the research questions.
The FLFS was comprised of 40 items divided into 6 sections. The majority or 37 of the
40 items were written in a closed-ended format. Items in Section 1 collected background
information from the participants (Table 5). The 15 items in Section 2 and 3 were identical, but
used a different item stem to solicit faculty beliefs as compared to faculty practices. Specifically,
items in Section 2 included a five-point scale of importance that participants used with regard to
their beliefs about the importance of ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for Learning Languages
and student activities. While, items in Section 3 included a 5-point scale of frequency that
participants used to rate their instructional practices regarding “how often your higher education
foreign language courses include the following student activities.” The presentation order of the
15 items in Section 2 was different from the presentation order of the same 15 items in Section 3
to increase finding reliability of a newly designed instrument (Goodhue & Loiacono, 2002).
Lastly, Sections 4, 5, and 6 were open-ended items that participants used to report what
they perceived as benefits and challenges of using the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for
Learning Languages and were asked to provide, “Feedback regarding use of the ACTFL WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages.”
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Table 5
Foreign Language Faculty Survey (FLFS): Section Number and Tittle, Number of Items, Type of
Items, and Content or Scale
Section Number and Title
1. Background information

Number of items
7

Type of Item
Closed

Content or Scale
 Language taught
 Course taught
 Years teaching a FL
 Current Position
 ACTFL knowledge
 ACTFL training

2. Importance of Foreign Language
Student Activities

15

Closed

5-point Importance
Scale:
 Not At All Important
 Slightly Important
 Moderately
Important
 Very Important
 Highly Important

3. Frequency of Foreign Language
Student Activities

15

Closed

4. Benefits of using ACTFL Standards
for Learning Languages

1

Open

5-point Frequency Scale:
 Never
 Rarely
 Sometimes
 Often
 Always
NA

5. Challenges of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages

1

Open

NA

6. Feedback regarding use of the
ACTFL Standards for Learning
Languages

1

Open

NA

Procedures and Data Collection
This section describes the two key procedures for this study. First is a description of
procedures that were used to recruit FL faculty to participate in the research. Next is a
description of procedures used for administration of the Foreign Language Faculty Survey
(FLFS) and collection of data. Descriptive data were collected from the survey at one point in
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time and from each of the participant groups (Creswell, 2014). Additionally, the data were
collated via an Internet survey because “procedures and tools have changed in response to new
technologies and scientific advantages” (Fowler, 2013, p.5).
Participant Recruitment
All ACTFL and SCOLT registered members, and 74 foreign languages higher education
faculty from one university department of foreign languages and literatures received a study
invitation by email or a posting to the association blog, Facebook, or Twitter account (Appendix
B). The invitation included detailed information explaining the study, the opportunity to win a
$25 gift card, and a link to access to the consent form and the survey. According to Yu and
Cooper (1983), a monetary technique has the potential to increase participation; thus, participants
who provide email addresses entered in a drawing to win one of five $25 gift certificates. The
participants who used the access link first were directed to the consent form, which indicates
their participation is voluntary and confidential.
Two methods of distribution were used to invite the national population to participate in
the study. First, the invitation was posted on the ACTFL Community blog available to all
12,500 current members. In addition, ACTFL gave approval to send email invitations to 25
randomly selected members who have self-identified as higher education faculty. The members
of SCOLT received the invitation using their Facebook and Twitter account, only available to
registered members. Additionally, 74 higher education faculty members from one department of
foreign languages and literatures received the study invitations via university email accounts.
Participants were instructed to complete the survey within a two-week period. Institution Review
Board approval (IRB) is in Appendix C. Approval emails from ACTFL and SCOLT are in
Appendix D.
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FLFS Administration and Data Collection.
The digital invitation, accessed by email, association blog, Facebook, or Twitter,
contained instructions and a hyperlink for accessing and completing the consent form and the
FLFS. The FLFS survey was formatted using Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, 2009) (see
Appendix A) and it was delivered through an Internet-based platform, which allowed collecting
data from many participants in a short period of time. After participants opened the survey link
in the invitation, the first information was a welcome message, information about the survey,
e.g., the number of questions, a statement indicating that all questions must be answered, and a
request to complete the survey only once. Next, participants read the consent form. Participants
that declined completing the survey received a thank you note, and the researcher’s name and
email address. Those who agreed to the consent form received instructions for completing the
survey. Specifically, for each closed-ended item, participants used the computer mouse to select
a response that best represents their reply to the statement. For the three open-ended items,
participants used the keyboard to enter their response in the space provided. After all items had
been answered, the participants had an opportunity to enter a drawing to win one of five $25 gift
certificates by providing their email address. The survey ended with instructions to select the
“Submit” icon, which displayed a thank you note with the researcher name and email address
and then exited the participant from the survey.
Data Analysis
Descriptive and inferential data analyses were used to address the research questions. The
data collected from Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, 2009) were downloaded to an Excel
formatted file for import into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 24.0
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(IBM, 2014) statistical analysis software to calculate the descriptive and inferential statistical
results associated with the research questions (see Table 6).
The descriptive analysis was conducted to report the frequencies, percentages, mean
scores, and standard deviation for the Likert-scale items on the FLFS. Paired sample t-tests were
conducted as the inferential analysis to determine if differences exist between self-reported
faculty beliefs and practices regarding the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). When significant differences, at a value of p < .05, were
reveled between beliefs and practices, Cohen’s d or the difference between two means divided
by a standard deviation for the data were calculated to determine the Effect Size of the difference
(Cohen, 1988).
Also, responses from the three open-ended items regarding the benefits, challenges, and
other feedback associated with use of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
were coded and categorized into groups and frequencies of response per category calculated
(Lunenburg & Irby, 2008). Those results were evaluated and compared with the close-ended
responses for further analysis (Creswell, 2014).
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Table 6
Research Questions by Data Analysis and Data Source
Research
Questions

Data
Analysis

Research Question 1
What are faculty
pedagogical beliefs
regarding the
importance of
teaching higher
education foreign
language courses
based on the WorldReadiness Standards
for Learning
Languages?

Calculation of
frequencies,
percentages,
mean scores,
standard
deviations

Data Source:
Beliefs – Students activities: Indicate how important the
following student activities are for you when teaching
foreign language courses.


















Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions, and
opinions when engaging in conversations [Communication]
Students understand and interpret a variety of topics when
presented in written and spoken format [Communication]
Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an
audience using a variety of media tools [Communication]
Students understand the relationship between the practices
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying [Cultures]
Students understand the relationship between the products and
perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying [Cultures]
Students discover connections to other disciplines through the
study of the language they are learning [Connections]
Students recognize different perspectives through the study of
the language and cultures they are studying [Connections]
Students draw on comparisons to their own language to
understand the language they are learning [Comparisons]
Students draw on comparisons to their own culture to
understand the cultures they are studying and learning
[Comparisons]
Students use the language both within and beyond the
classroom setting [Communities]
Students use language outside of the classroom for personal
enjoyment and ongoing fluency [Communities]
Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for listening activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for conversation
activities [Technology]

(table continued)
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Table 6 (Continued)
Research
Questions
Research Question 2
What are faculty
pedagogical practices
regarding teaching
higher education
foreign language
courses based on the
World-Readiness
Standards for
Learning Languages?

Data
Analysis

Data Source:

Calculation of
frequencies,
percentages,
mean scores,
standard
deviations

Practices – Students activities: Indicate how often the
following student activities are included in your foreign
language courses.




















Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions,
and opinions when engaging in conversations
[Communication]
Students understand and interpret a variety of topics when
presented in written and spoken format [Communication]
Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an
audience using a variety of media tools [Communication]
Students understand the relationship between the practices
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying
[Cultures]
Students understand the relationship between the products
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying
[Cultures]
Students discover connections to other disciplines through
the study of the language they are learning [Connections]
Students recognize different perspectives through the study
of the language and cultures they are studying [Connections]
Students draw on comparisons to their own language to
understand the language they are learning [Comparisons]
Students draw on comparisons to their own culture to
understand the cultures they are studying and learning
[Comparisons]
Students use the language both within and beyond the
classroom setting [Communities]
Students use language outside of the classroom for personal
enjoyment and ongoing fluency [Communities]
Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for listening activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for conversation
activities [Technology]

(table continued)
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Table 6 (Continued)
Research
Questions
Research Question 3
In what ways, if any,
are there variations
between faculty
beliefs and practices
regarding teaching
higher education
foreign language
courses based on the
World-Readiness
Standards for
Learning Languages?

Data
Analysis

Data Source:

Paired Sample
t-test

Beliefs – Students activities: Indicate how important the
following student activities are for you when teaching
foreign language courses.

Cohen’s D
(Effect Size)

Practices – Students activities: Indicate how often the
following student activities are included in your foreign
language courses.
[Same items used for beliefs and practices]
















Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions,
and opinions when engaging in conversations
[Communication]
Students understand and interpret a variety of topics when
presented in written and spoken format [Communication]
Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an
audience using a variety of media tools [Communication]
Students understand the relationship between the practices
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying
[Cultures]
Students understand the relationship between the products
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying
[Cultures]
Students discover connections to other disciplines through
the study of the language they are learning [Connections]
Students recognize different perspectives through the study
of the language and cultures they are studying [Connections]
Students draw on comparisons to their own language to
understand the language they are learning [Comparisons]
Students draw on comparisons to their own culture to
understand the cultures they are studying and learning
[Comparisons]
Students use the language both within and beyond the
classroom setting [Communities]
Students use language outside of the classroom for personal
enjoyment and ongoing fluency [Communities]
Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for listening activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities
[Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for conversation
activities [Technology]

(table continued)
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Table 6 (Continued)
Research
Questions
Research Question 4
What do faculty report
as key benefits and
challenges to
implementing the
World-Readiness
Standards for
Learning Languages
when teaching higher
education foreign
language courses?

Data
Analysis

Data Source:

Identify
patterns and
trends from
responses,
code, and
group in
categories.

Benefits: Explain from your point of view what the benefits
are when using the ACTFL Standards for Learning
Languages to teach your higher education foreign
language courses.
Challenges: Explain from your point of view what the
challenges are when using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages to teach your higher education
foreign language courses.

Limitations
The research invitation was extended to a large group of higher education foreign
language faculty from the following populations: 3,740 ACTFL members, 74 faculty from one
foreign languages and literatures department at one university, and a non-disclosed number of
registered SCOLT members. Even though the invitation resulted in a total of 59 higher education
faculty participants, the study findings cannot be generalized because many of the participants
self-selected to join FL associations at the national, regional, and/or state levels. Thus the
findings may not reflect FL faculty who choose to not participate in FL associations.
Additionally, study participants included higher education faculty who were not full time faculty
members, such as part-time adjunct faculty and graduate assistants, who may have less
responsibility with regard to inclusion of ACTFL Standards activities when teaching foreign
language courses. Thus, data representing faculty practices may not be reflective of practices
that would be implemented by full-time higher education foreign language faculty.
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Biases and Subjectivities
According to Creswell (2014), researcher bias and self-reflection should be considered
when analyzing and reporting study findings, as well as “to deduct conclusions, hypotheses, and
meaning” (Creswell, 2014, p. 163). Additionally, regarding biases for this study, the researcher
had personal knowledge of teaching and learning using the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for
Learning Languages research topic. Also, the selected 15 items presented on the survey were
based upon the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards for Learning Languages study presented by Lear
and Abbott (2008), and the 21st Century Skills Map (ACTFL & P21, 2011).
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which foreign language faculty
beliefs about learning languages are consistent with their instructional practices. This chapter
presents the Foreign Language Faculty Survey (FLFS) descriptive and inferential results
collected from 59 higher education foreign language faculty participants, as associated with each
of the four research questions.
1. What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages?
2. What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher education foreign
language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
3. In what ways, if any, are there variations between faculty beliefs and practices regarding
teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages?
4. What do faculty report as key benefits and challenges to implementing the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher education foreign
language courses?
In order to contextualize research findings, results are presented in relationship to the ACTFL
5C Goals (Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities) with the 11
correspondent standards, as well as use of technology for writing, listening, reading, and
conversation activities.
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Research Question 1
What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages?
In order to examine faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching
higher education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages, participants were asked to rate the level of importance of 15 student activities
associated with each of the ACTFL 5C Goals and standards. Specifically, the online FLFS
presented the following stem for the 15 activities: “Use the appropriate scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities when you teach foreign language courses.” The
items were rated with a 5-point scale: 1 = Not At All Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 =
Moderately Important, 4 = Very Important, and 5 = Highly Important. Distribution of the 15
activities was as follows: Communication goal included 3 items, while Cultures, Connections,
Comparisons, and Communities each included 2 items, and use of technology included 4 items.
As an overview to address Research Question 1, overall mean scores were calculated for
the activities as associated with the ACTFL 5C Goals and Technology Use to examine the
findings by order of importance (Table 7). As seen, the Connections goal was rated with the
highest importance (m = 4.42) and Cultures Goal was rated as the least important (m = 4.18).
Participants rated the importance of Technology Use lower than any of the ACTFL 5C goals (m
= 3.71). Below are the participant ratings of importance for the 15 student activities as grouped
by the ACTFL 5C Goals and Technology Use.
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Table 7
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Mean Scores by ACTFL Goals (N = 59)
Beliefs
ACTFL Goals
Connections (2 activities)
Comparisons (2 activities)
Communities (2 activities)
Communication (3 activities)
Cultures (2 activities)
Technology Use (4 activities)
Note. *Listed from highest to lowest mean score.

m*
4.42
4.40
4.40
4.29
4.18
3.71

sd
.796
.702
.761
.824
.830
1.019

Communication
Three FLFS items focused on the importance of student activities associated with the
Communication goal. As seen in Table 8, the participant responses indicate Communication
activities were perceived as important, as seen in mean scores on the three items ranging from a
low of 4.00 to a high of 4.42. There was fairly common agreement among the participants
regarding the importance of two Communication activities that yielded a mean score of 4.42.
First, 89.8% of the participants rated the following activity as “Highly Important” (54.2%) or
“Very Important” (35.6%): “Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions, and
opinions when engaging in conversations.” The second activity that was rated as “Highly
Important” (52.5%) or “Very Important” (39.0%) by 91.5% of the participants was: Students
understand and interpret a variety of topics when presented in written and spoken format. A
lower percentage (71.2%) of participants rated the third communication activity “Students can
present information, concepts and ideas to an audience using a variety of media tools” as
“Highly Important” (37.3%) or “Very Important” (33.9%).
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Table 8
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Communication
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Communication
Students can express and comprehend feelings,
emotions, and opinions when engaging in
conversations
Students understand and interpret a variety of
topics when presented in written and spoken
format
Students can present information, concepts and
ideas to an audience using a variety of media
tools

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
5
(8.5%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
21
(35.6%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
32
(54.2%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

4
(6.8%)

23
(39.0%)

31
(52.5%)

0
(0%)

5
(8.5%)

12
(20.3%)

20
(33.9%)

22
(37.3%)

52

sd
.724

m
4.42

59
(100%)

.700

4.42

59
(100%)

.965

4.00

Cultures
The FLFS included two items focused on the importance of student activities associated
with the Cultures goal. As seen in Table 9, most participants perceived cultures activities as
important. Specifically, the Cultures activity, “Students understand the relationship between the
practices and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying” was rated as “Highly Important”
(50.8%) or “Very Important” (33.9%) by 50 of the 59 (84.7%) participants. Whereas, when
asked to rate the importance of, “Students understand the relationship between the products and
perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying,” approximately 75% (74.6%) rated the activity
as “Very Important” (42.4%) or “Highly Important” (32.24%).
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Table 9
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Cultures
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities
when you teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Cultures
Students understand the relationship between
the practices and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying
Students understand the relationship between
the products and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
2
(3.4%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
7
(11.9%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
20
(33.9%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
30
(50.8%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(%)

2
(3.4%)

13
(22.0%)

25
(42.4%)

19
(32.2%)

59
(100%)

54

sd
0.819

m
4.32

.830

4.03

Connections
The FLFS item that received the highest over rating of importance (m = 4.53) across all
goals, was the Connections activity, “Students recognize different perspectives through the study
of the language and cultures they are studying.” Specifically, as seen in Table 10, 53 of the 59
participants, or 89.8%, rated this activity as “Highly Important” (64.4%) or “Very Important”
(25.4%). The second Connections activity, “Students discover connections to other disciplines
through the study of the language they are learning,” was perceived “Highly Important” (50.8%)
or “Very Important” (33.9%) by 50 of the 59 participants.
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Table 10
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Connections
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities
when you teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Connections
Students discover connections to other
disciplines through the study of the language
they are learning
Students recognize different perspectives
through the study of the language and cultures
they are studying

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
3
(5.1%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
6
(10.2%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
20
(33.9%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
30
(50.8%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

5
(8.5%)

15
(25.4%)

38
(64.4%)

59
(100%)

56

sd
.856

m
4.31

.728

4.53

Comparisons
There was fairly common agreement among the participants regarding the importance of
two Comparisons activities (Table 11). When examining ratings for, “Students draw on
comparisons to their own culture to understand the cultures they are studying and learning,”
nearly 60% of participants (57.6%) rated the activity as “Highly Important.” In contrast, 13.5%
fewer participants (44.1%) rated the Comparison activity, “Students draw comparisons to their
own language to understand the language they are learning,” as “Highly Important.”
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Table 11
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Comparisons
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities
when you teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Comparisons
Students draw on comparisons to their own
language to understand the language they are
learning
Students draw on comparisons to their own
culture to understand the cultures they are
studying and learning

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
4
(6.8%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
28
(47.5%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
26
(44.1%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

5
(8.5%)

19
(32.2%)

34
(57.6%)

59
(100%)

58

sd
.685

m
4.34

.727

4.46

Communities
Two FLFS items were related to the importance of student activities associated with the
Communities goal, as seen in Table 12. The participants indicated Communities activities were
important, as seen in mean scores ranging from a low of 4.36 to a high of 4.44. The item,
“Students use the language both within and beyond the classroom setting,” was rated as “Highly
Important” (57.6%) or “Very Important” (28.8%) by 86.4% of the participants. While, “Students
use the language outside of the classroom for personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency,” was
rated slighter lower by 83.0% of the participants who rated the activity as “Highly Important”
(54.2%) or “Very Important” (28.8%).
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Table 12
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Communities
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities
when you teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Communities
Students use the language both within and
beyond the classroom setting
Students use language outside of the
classroom for personal enjoyment and
ongoing fluency

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
8
(13.6%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
17
(28.8%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
34
(57.6%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

9
(15.3%)

17
(28.8%)

32
(54.2%)

59
(100%)

60

sd
0.726

m
4.44

0.804

4.36

Technology
Concerning the Technology goal, participants were asked to rate the importance of four
FLFS items. As seen in Table 13, the four items received the lowest mean scores across the 15
student activities. The following three items received similar participant ratings, in that the mean
scores ranged from 3.63 to 3.68.


Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities (m = 3.68).



Students use appropriate technologies for conversation activities (m = 3.64).



Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities (m = 3.63).

However, when participants were asked to rate the importance of the following
Technology activity, “Students use appropriate technology for listening activities,” the overall
rating was slightly higher (m = 3.88).
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Table 13
Importance of Foreign Language Student Activities: Use of Technology
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the
importance of the following student activities
when you teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Use of Technology
Students use appropriate technologies for
writing activities

Not At All
Important
1
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Slightly
Important
2
n
(%)
6
(10.2%)

Moderately
Important
3
n
(%)
20
(33.9%)

Very
Important
4
n
(%)
16
(27.1%)

Highly
Important
5
n
(%)
16
(27.1%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
listening activities

0
(0%)

3
(5.1%)

18
(30.5%)

21
(35.6%)

17
(28.8%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
reading activities

2
(3.4%)

6
(10.2%)

20
(33.9%)

15
(25.4%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
conversation activities

1
(1.7%)

7
(11.9%)

19
(32.2%)

17
(28.8%)
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sd
1.041

m
3.68

59
(100%)

.892

3.88

16
(27.1%)

59
(100%)

1.097

3.63

15
(25.4%)

59
(100%)

1.047

3.64

Research Question 1 Summary
This section reported FLFS survey results regarding participant importance
ratings of 15 student activities associated with the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages. The findings revealed participants had an overall agreement that
the 5C Goals and standards were important, while the Technology activities were rated as
less important. Of note, the item receiving the highest overall rating (m = 4.53) was the
Connections activity: “Students recognize different perspectives through the study of the
language and cultures they are studying.” While, the two items that received the lowest
ratings of importance were as follows:


Cultures: “Students understand the relationship between the products and
perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying” (m = 4.03).



Communication: “Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an
audience using a variety of media tools” (m = 4.00).

As seen in the results, the Technology activities were all rated as less important than
those associated with the 5C Goals and Standards, as reflected in mean scores ranging from 3.63
to 3.88.
Research Question 2
What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher education
foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages?
Fifteen items on the FLFS were used to examine the pedagogical practices of the
participants regarding teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages. Specifically, the FLFS stem for the 15 items
asked participants to “…indicate how often your higher education foreign language courses
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include the following student activities.” The participants were provided the following scale to
rate the frequency of the 15 student activities as “1 = Never,” “2 = Rarely,” “3 = Sometimes,” “4
= Often,” or “5 = Always.” As with Research Question 1, the results for Research Question 2
are presented in relationship to the ACTFL 5C Goals (Communication, Cultures, Connections,
Comparisons, and Communities) with the 11 correspondent standards, as well as use of
technology.
Overall mean scores were also calculated for the activities as associated with the ACTFL
5C Goals and Technology Use to examine the findings by level of self-reported frequency (Table
14). As seen, the Comparison activities was rated with the most frequently included (m = 4.08),
whereas Communities was rated as the least frequently included (m = 3.31), even below that of
Technology Use (m = 3.58). Below are the participant self-reported ratings of how frequently
they included the 15 student activities when teaching higher education foreign language courses.
The findings are presented by the ACTFL 5C Goals and Technology Use.
Table 14
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Mean Scores by ACTFL Goals (N = 59)
Practices
ACTFL Goals
Comparisons (2 activities)
Connections (2 activities)
Communication (3 activities)
Cultures (2 activities)
Technology Use (4 activities)
Communities (2 activities)
Note. *Sorted from highest to lowest mean score

m*
4.08
3.84
3.74
3.62
3.58
3.31

sd
.678
.781
.810
.882
.891
.936

Communication
Table 15 provides the participant responses regarding self-reports of how often they
included the three Communication activities in foreign language instruction. As seen in the range
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of mean scores (m = 3.54 to m = 3.88) on the three items, the frequency of use fell between
“Sometimes” and “Often.” The two Communication activities most frequently included were:
“Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions, and opinions when engaging in
conversations” (m = 3.88), and “Students understand and interpret a variety of topics when
presented in written and spoken format” (m = 3.80). Whereas, approximately 12% of the
participants indicated they “Never” (3.4%) or “Rarely” (8.5%) included activities in which,
“Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an audience using a variety of media
tools” (m = 3.54).
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Table 15
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Communication
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance of
the following student activities when you teach
foreign language courses.
Goal: Communication
Students can express and comprehend feelings,
emotions, and opinions when engaging in
conversations
Students understand and interpret a variety of
topics when presented in written and spoken
format
Students can present information, concepts and
ideas to an audience using a variety of media tools

Never
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
19
(32.2%)

Often
4
n
(%)
25
(42.4%)

Always
5
n
(%)
14
(23.7%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

18
(30.5%)

32
(54.2%)

8
(13.6%)

2
(3.4%)

5
(8.5%)

17
(28.8%)

29
(49.2%)

6
(10.2%)
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sd
.790

m
3.88

59
(100%)

.689

3.80

59
(100%)

.916

3.54

Cultures
When examining the two items related to Cultures activities, the mean scores ranged
from a low of 3.54 to a high of 3.69, suggesting participants included these activities on a
“Sometimes” to “Often” basis (Table 16). Participants reported a slightly higher frequency with
regard to, “Students understand the relationship between the practices and perspectives of the
culture(s) they are studying.” Specifically, this item was rated as “Often” (47.5%) or “Always”
(15.3%) by 62.7% of the participants. In contrast, the second item: “Students understand the
relationship between the products and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying” was rated
as “Often” (42.4%) or “Always” (11.9%) by slightly over one-half (54.3%) of the participants.
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Table 16
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Cultures
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Cultures
Students understand the relationship between the
practices and perspectives of the culture(s) they
are studying
Students understand the relationship between the
products and perspectives of the culture(s) they
are studying

Never
1
n
(%)
2
(3.4%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
19
(32.2%)

Often
4
n
(%)
28
(47.5%)

Always
5
n
(%)
9
(15.3%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

2
(3.4%)

3
(5.1%)

22
(37.3%)

25
(42.4%)

7
(11.9%)

59
(100%)
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sd
0.876

m
3.69

0.897

3.54

Connections
The FLFS Connections activity that received the highest rating of frequency (m = 3.97)
was, “Students discover connections to other disciplines through the study of the language they
are learning.” As seen in Table 17, nearly 80% (77.9%) of the participants indicated they
included the above activity “Often” (57.6%) or “Always” (20.3%). This is in comparison to
approximately 60% (59.3%) of the participants who reported including the Connections activity,
“Students discover connections to other disciplines through the study of the language they are
learning,” as “Often” (40.7%) or “Always” (18.6%).
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Table 17
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Connections
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Connections
Students discover connections to other
disciplines through the study of the language they
are learning
Students recognize different perspectives through
the study of the language and cultures they are
studying

Never
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
4
(6.8%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
20
(33.9%)

Often
4
n
(%)
24
(40.7%)

Always
5
n
(%)
11
(18.6%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

1
(1.7%)

12
(20.3%)

34
(57.6%)

12
(20.3%)

59
(100%)
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sd
.852

m
3.71

.694

3.97

Comparisons
There were two FLFS items focused on the frequency of student activities associated
with the Comparisons goal. As seen in Table 18, the overall ratings for these activities suggest
the participants “Often” included Comparisons activities. For example, 83.0% of the participants
rated the Comparison item “Students draw comparisons to their own language to understand the
language they are learning” as “Often” (57.6%) or “Always” (25.4%), resulting in a mean score
of 4.07. Similarly, 81.3% of the participants rated the Comparison item, “Students draw on
comparisons to their own culture to understand the cultures they are studying and learning” as
“Often” (54.2%) or “Always” (27.1%) resulting in a mean score of 4.08.
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Table 18
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Comparisons
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Comparisons
Students draw on comparisons to their own
language to understand the language they are
learning
Students draw on comparisons to their own
culture to understand the cultures they are
studying and learning

Never
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
1
(1.7%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
9
(15.3%)

Often
4
n
(%)
34
(57.6%)

Always
5
n
(%)
15
(25.4%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

11
(18.6%)

32
(54.2%)

16
(27.1%)

59
(100%)

72

sd
.691

m
4.07

.677

4.08

Communities
The student activities associated with the Communities goal received the lowest ratings
of frequency across the 15 items, in that the mean scores were 3.25 and 3.37 (Table 19). For
instance, nearly 65% (64.4%) of the participants reported that they “Rarely” (23.7%) or
“Sometimes” (40.7%) included the following Communities activity when teaching a foreign
language: “Students use the language outside of the classroom for personal enjoyment and
ongoing fluency.” Comparable findings were seen for the Communities activity, “Students use
the language both within and beyond the classroom setting,” for which 61.1% of participants
reported they “Rarely” (15.3%) or “Sometimes” (45.8%) included in foreign language
instruction.
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Table 19
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Communities
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Goal: Communities
Students use the language both within and
beyond the classroom setting
Students use language outside of the classroom
for personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency

Never
1
n
(%)
0
(0%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
9
(15.3%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
27
(45.8%)

Often
4
n
(%)
15
(25.4%)

Always
5
n
(%)
8
(13.6%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(100%)

0
(0%)

14
(23.7%)

24
(40.7%)

13
(22.0%)

8
(13.8%)

59
(100%)

74

sd
0.908

m
3.37

0.975

3.25

Technology
The participants were asked to indicate how often students in their foreign language
courses used technology for writing, listening, reading, and conversation activities. As seen in
Table 20, most participants reported that they included student use of these technology activities
“Often” to “Always,” as reflected in mean scores ranging from 3.42 to 3.80. Below are the
technology activities reported from the highest to lowest percentage of participants who selected
“Often” and “Always” regarding the inclusion of the activities:


Students use appropriate technology for listening activities (66.1%).



Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities (59.4%).



Students use appropriate technologies for conversation activities (49.2%).



Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities (45.8%).
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Table 20
Frequency of Foreign Language Student Activities: Use of Technology
Survey Item
Use the provide scale to indicate the importance
of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.

Never
1
n
(%)
2
(3.4%)

Rarely
2
n
(%)
2
(3.4%)

Sometimes
3
n
(%)
20
(33.9%)

Often
4
n
(%)
28
(47.5%)

Always
5
n
(%)
7
(11.9%)

Total
Responses
n
(%)
59
(0%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
listening activities

0
(0%)

2
(3.4%)

18
(30.5%)

29
(49.2%)

10
(16.9%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
reading activities

2
(3.4%)

4
(6.8%)

26
(44.1%)

21
(35.6%)

Students use appropriate technologies for
conversation activities

3
(5.1%)

4
(6.8%)

23
(39.0%)

20
(33.9%)

Goal: Use of Technology
Students use appropriate technologies for writing
activities
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sd
0.871

m
3.61

59
(0%)

0.761

3.80

6
(10.2%)

59
(0%)

0.894

3.42

9
(15.3%)

59
(0%)

1.006

3.47

Research Question 2 Summary
The purpose of Research Question 2 was to examine the pedagogical practices of
the participants regarding teaching higher education foreign language courses based on
the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. Specifically, participants were
asked to indicate how often they included 15 student activities in their foreign language
courses. Overall, the results suggest the participants included the student activities on a
fairly regular basis, as noted in mean scores ranging from a high of 4.08 to a low of 3.25,
which reflect ratings of “3 = Sometimes” to “4 = Often.”
The most frequently included activity was from the Comparisons goal: “Students
draw on comparisons to their own language to understand the language they are
learning.” Whereas, the activity receiving the lowest frequency rating was from the
Communities goal: “Students use language outside of the classroom for personal
enjoyment and ongoing fluency.” Inclusion of the technology activities was also
moderate, as reflected in mean scores ranging from 3.42 to 3.80.
Research Question 3
In what ways, if any, are there variations between faculty beliefs and practices
regarding teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
Research Question 3 compared participants’ FLFS data from Research Questions 1 and 2
to examine beliefs and practices regarding FL student activities associated with the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages. The comparison involved conducting paired
sample t-tests to identify variations between participants’ ratings of importance (beliefs) and
frequency (practices) of 15 activities specifically aligned to the ACTFL 5C Goals
(Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities), and Technology.
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Additionally, Cohen’s 𝑑 effect size was calculated to determine the implied meaningfulness of
any significant differences between beliefs and practices (Thalheimer & Cook, 2002). Findings
are reported by the 5C Goals and Technology, with the sample paired 𝑡-test and Cohen’s 𝑑 effect
size reported in Tables 21 through 25. Effect size interpretations are based on Cohen’s general
guidelines as follows: small (d = .20), moderate (d = .50), and large (d = .80) (Cohen, 1992).
Communication
Examining participant beliefs regarding the importance of the ACTFL 5C Goals and
Technology as compared to their self-reported inclusion of student activities that support the
goals, significant differences were identified on the three Communication items (Table 21). The
greatest significant beliefs vs. practices difference was seen for “Students understand and
interpret a variety of topics when presented in written and spoken format” (p = .000), which had
a Cohen’s d effect size of .898, suggesting a large difference (Cohen, 1992). Similar results were
revealed for “Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions, and opinions when
engaging in conversations” (p = .000), which had an effect size (d = .718) suggesting a moderate
difference (Cohen, 1992). The third paired 𝑡-test identified significant beliefs vs. practices
difference for “Students can present information, concepts and ideas to an audience using a
variety of media tools,” (p = .003), however, the effect size (d = .489) was the lowest among the
three Communication items.
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Table 21
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Communication
Beliefs
ACTFL Standards
Goal: Communication
Students can express and comprehend feelings, emotions,
and opinions when engaging in conversations

Practices
sd

m

sd

m

4.42

.724

3.88

Students understand and interpret a variety of topics when
presented in written and spoken format

4.42

.699

Students can present information, concepts and ideas to
an audience using a variety of media tools

4.00

.964
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n

t

df

d

p

.790

59

-3.946

58

.718

.000

3.80

.689

59

-5.097

58

.898

.000

3.54

.916

59

-3.099

58

.489

.003

Cultures
As seen in Table 22, the results from the first paired t-test on Cultures item “Students
understand the relationship between the practices and perspectives of the culture(s) they are
studying” revealed significant differences (p = .000, d = .745) between faculty beliefs (m = 4.32)
and practices (m = 3.69). The second paired 𝑡-test on Cultures item “Students understand the
relationship between the products and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying” also
identified significant variations (p = .000, d = .572) between faculty beliefs (m = 4.03) and
practices (m = 3.54). The effect sizes from the two Cultures activities suggest that there was
moderate variance between participant beliefs and practices.
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Table 22
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Cultures
Beliefs
ACTFL Standards
Goal: Cultures
Students understand the relationship between the practices
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying
Students understand the relationship between the products
and perspectives of the culture(s) they are studying

Practices
sd

m

sd

m

4.32

.818

3.69

4.03

.829

3.54
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n

t

df

d

p

.876

59

-4.159

58

.745

.000

.897

59

-3.519

58

.572

.001

Connections
The faculty beliefs (m = 4.30) and practices (m = 3.71) as reported for the Connections
activity, “Students discover connections to other disciplines through the study of the language
they are learning” differed significantly (p = .000, d = .697) (Table 23). A paired 𝑡-test revealed
similar findings for the Connections activity “Students recognize different perspectives through
the study of the language and cultures they are studying” (p = .000, d = .781). The Cohen’s
effect size suggests the belief to practice variance for the two Connections activities can be
considered as moderate (Cohen, 1992).
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Table 23
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Connections
Beliefs
ACTFL Standards
Goal: Connections
Students discover connections to other disciplines through
the study of the language they are learning
Students recognize different perspectives through the
study of the language and cultures they are studying

Practices
sd

m

sd

m

4.31

.856

3.71

4.53

.727

3.97
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n

t

df

d

p

.852

59

3.694

58

.697

.000

.694

59

-4.351-

58

.781

.000

Comparisons
For the Comparisons goal, the first paired t-test for the activity, “Students draw on
comparisons to their own language to understand the language they are learning” showed there
were “small” (d = .391) significant differences (p = .00) between participant beliefs (m = 4.33)
and practices (m = 4.07) (Table 24). In comparison, the second paired 𝑡-test for Comparisons
activity “Students recognize different perspectives through the study of the language and cultures
they are studying” revealed “moderate” (d = .538) significant differences (p = .028, d = .538)
between participant beliefs (m = 4.45) and practices (m = 4.08). These results suggest there were
significant variations between participant beliefs and practices regarding student activities
aligned to the Comparison Goal.
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Table 24
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Comparisons
Beliefs
ACTFL Goals
Goal: Comparisons
Students draw on comparisons to their own language to
understand the language they are learning
Students draw on comparisons to their own culture to
understand the cultures they are studying and learning

Practices
m
sd

m

sd

4.34

.685

4.07

4.46

.726

4.08
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n

t

df

d

p

.691

59

2.251

58

.391

.004

.677

59

-3.031-

58

.538

.028

Communities
The most notable variation between participant beliefs and practices was seen for the
student activities associated with the Communities goal, as presented in Table 25. The largest
effect size (d = 1.302) across all activities occurred for, “Students use the language both within
and beyond the classroom setting” (p = .000). In particular, there was a 1.17 difference between
reported beliefs (m = 4.44) and practices (m = 3.27). Similar differences (p = .000) were
revealed for the Communities activity, “Students use language outside of the classroom for
personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency,” which yielded a 1.11 difference between beliefs (m =
4.36) and practices (m = 3.25), as well as a large effect size d = 1.24. These results suggest that
in general, participants consider the Communities activities as important, but included them on a
“Sometimes” basis.
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Table 25
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Communities
Beliefs
ACTFL Goals
Goal: Communities
Students use the language both within and beyond the
classroom setting
Students use language outside of the classroom for personal
enjoyment and ongoing fluency

Practices
m
sd

m

sd

4.44

.725

3.37

4.36

.804

3.25
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n

t

df

d

p

.908

59

-7.375

58

1.302

.000

.975

59

-7.851

58

1.240

.000

Technology
In contrast to the previous comparisons of participant beliefs to their practices regarding
the ACTFL 5C Goals, there were no significant differences identified during paired t tests of
reported responses on the four Technology activities. As seen in Table 26, across the four
activities, participant mean scores for the reported importance of the four activities were
consistently higher (m = 3.63 to m = 3.88) than those for the practices (m = 3.42 to m = 3.80),
however, differences only ranged from a low of 0.07 to a high of 0.21. Thus, it is understandable
that significant differences were not revealed from the inferential analysis.
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Table 26
Paired Sample t-test Comparing Beliefs and Practices: Use of Technology
ACTFL Standards
Goal: Technology
Students use appropriate technologies for writing activities

Beliefs
m
sd

Practices
m
sd

n

t

df

d

p

3.68

1.041

3.61

.871

59

-0389

58

.071

.698

Students use appropriate technologies for listening
activities

3.88

.892

3.80

.761

59

-.582

58

.098

.563

Students use appropriate technologies for reading activities

3.63

1.096

3.42

.894

59

-1.116

58

.207

.269

Students use appropriate technologies for conversation
activities

3.64

1.046

3.47

1.00

59

-1.032

58

.170

.306
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Research Question 3 Summary
The results for Research Question 3 were determined using paired t-test and
Cohen’s d to unveil any differences between the faculty beliefs and practices on ACTFL
5C and technology students’ activities. Overall, there were significant differences
between faculty beliefs regarding the importance of student activities based on the
ACTFL 5C Goals and standards and the frequency with which faculty reported including
the activities in their instruction (Figure 3). Basically, faculty indicated the activities
were important, but only sometimes included them when teaching a foreign language.
However, an exception was seen with regard to the use of technology. The results
indicated a lower perceived importance of using technology to meet the ACTFL 5C
Goals and Standards as well as infrequent inclusion of activities in which students in
foreign language courses taught by the participants used technology for writing, listening,
reading, and conversation activities.
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Figure 3. Comparison of faculty beliefs and practices by ACTFL Goals
Research Question 4
What do faculty report as key benefits and challenges to implementing the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher education
foreign language courses?
For research question 4, two open-ended items were used to address the benefits and
challenges when using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages, while the final openended item provided participants the opportunity to add any additional comments regarding the
use of the ACTFL Standards. Participant responses to the open-ended items are discussed and
supported with tables of summarized findings. Complete records of participant open-ended
responses with categorizations are found in Appendices E, F, and G.
Benefits of Using ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
Participants were asked to “… briefly list and describe, from your point of view, what are
the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages with regard to teaching
and learning a higher education foreign language course.” Each of the 59 participants submitted
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a response to this item. Analysis of the responses yielded a total of 109 topics that were
classified into 9 different categories (Table 27 and Appendix E). The most frequent response,
representing 34% of the overall topics, was in reference to ACTFL Standards for Learning
Languages being beneficial because they “Provide Guidelines.” An example response from this
category was, “I believe the benefits of the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards are in that they
provide a valuable guide for language educators to follow.” The next most frequent (16%) topic
was, “Prepare Global Citizens,” as expressed in this response, “One of the benefits of using the
ACTFL Standards is that these standards allow students learning foreign languages to not only
learn the language as a mere translation, but completely immerse the student in every aspect of
the language being studied. Therefore, resulting in a more global comprehension of the language
(grammar rules to local customs).” Following was “Introduces Cultures” (14%), as presented in
this example, “They are an important reminder as to how and why we are in this profession, and
we can most effectively teach students how language and culture are intertwined.”
Additional categories representing benefits of the ACTFL Standards for Learning
Languages were: helped identify student levels of progress (11%), goes beyond grammar (9%),
and uses communication approaches (7%). Interestingly, 5% of the responses were related to
concerns with regard to the ACTFL Standards, as seen in this detailed response:
“Not very useful because they do not (and you do not in this survey) distinguish between
inputs and outputs and do not appropriately address differences in levels. Also, there are
significant differences in the speed with which different languages can be learned
(acquired?) by English speakers. The standards should address such issues if they are to
be meaningful.”
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There were also two responses indicating the ACTFL standards were beneficial with
regard to using technology to teach a foreign language and two responses indicating they could
not remark on the benefits due to being unfamiliar with the ACTFL Standards for Learning
Languages.
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Table 27
Open-Ended Response Summary: Benefits of Using ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
Response Category

Number of Responses

Percent of Total Responses*

Provide Guidelines

37

34%

Prepare Global Citizens

18

16%

Introduces Cultures

15

14%

Help Identify Student Levels of Progress

12

11%

Goes Beyond Grammar

10

9%

Uses Communication Approaches

8

7%

Reported concerns

5

5%

Use of Technology

2

2%

Unfamiliar with ACTFL

2

2%

Total Responses**

109

Sample Responses:
 The use of communicative activities is extremely important for students to comprehend and
speak another language.


The focus on communication, especially interpersonal helps facilitate fluency in the students.
Less focus on traditional grammar-based syllabi (although that is still an issue).



They are an important reminder as to how and why we are in this profession, and we can most
effectively teach students how language and culture are intertwined.



Students are more aware of Cultural differences and similarities; they value their own culture
more and understand that learning a language is part of a process that requires not only grammar
but also comprehending the culture of the language.



I believe the benefits of the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards are in that they provide a
valuable guide for language educators to follow.



They are concise and accessible, and we can share them with students. Students often ask how
we arrive at a certain assessment (e.g. participation grade). ACTFL standards spell it out nicely.



The standards allow to present languages in a well-rounded manner, using different perspectives
and showing to students to width of the language impact, beyond the language itself.



It empowers the learner and prepares them to function in a complex environment.



Standards are important but should not be follow all the time.



One of the benefits of using the ACTFL Standards is that these standards allow students learning
foreign languages to not only learn the language as a mere translation, but completely immerse
the student in every aspect of the language being studied. Therefore, resulting in a more global
comprehension of the language (grammar rules to local customs).



It is draws the instructor's attention to aspects of language learning that are oftentimes
overlooked, such as technology integration and connecting practices/products to perspectives to
understand culture and language.

Note. *From highest to lowest percentage; **Total by number of responses per participant: Single response/category = 28; two
categories = 20; three categories = 5; four categories = 4; five categories = 2; No responses = 0
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Challenges of Using ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
This second open-ended item, asked participants to provide an response to the following
prompt: “In the space bellow, briefly list and describe, from your point of view, what are the key
challenges of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages with regard to teaching and
learning a higher education foreign language course.” All 59 participants submitted a response
to this item. The total responses yielded 102 topics that were classified into 12 different
categories, as seen in Table 28 and Appendix F. The most frequently reported challenges of
using the ACTFL Standards were related to “How to Apply the Standards,” which represented
23% of the 102 topics. The response of one faculty expresses this challenge: “It might be
challenging to integrate all 5 standards on a regular basis…Communication and
Cultures…probably the easiest…The other 3 are more challenging … not be as natural…
especially with some of the languages and some areas of the country.”
The next most frequently mentioned challenges, each representing 16% if the overall
topics, were “Lack of Time for faculty and students” and concerns regarding “Students’
Background/Motivation.” The following is a representative comment regarding lack of time,
“So opportunities have to be created…it is taking a lot of time professors don't have due to their
other obligations (research, service, etc.).” An example comment that expresses the challenges
related to student backgrounds/motivation is seen in the following, “The challenge is to motivate
some students that take a foreign language class just to fulfill a requirement. These kind of
student just want to pass the class. I do believe that it can be done if the classes teach them to
make connections with the language that they are learning.”
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Three items presented the same 7% of the responses: “Lack of Training,” “How to
Connect to the Outside Classroom,” and “Required use of Standard Textbook and Syllabus,” as
demonstrated in these comments:


“I believe the two greatest challenges are, (1) ensuring teachers have appropriate
training and familiarity with the guidelines and how to implement them and (2)
implementing these topics while also trying to follow the provided textbook and
syllabus.”



“The challenges are limited to the classroom. It is hard to describe the world if you
are not out in it.”



I don't feel challenged except to justify the importance of world languages usefulness
for career readiness. Standards help provide the language needed to speak to that.

Less common reported challenges included, “Use of Technology” (5%), “Administration
Requirements” (5%), “No ACTFL Knowledge” (4%), “NA/No Challenges” (4%), and four
miscellaneous comments. The least reported challenges to using the ACTFL Standards were
associated with “Teaching Based Grammar” (3%), as seen in this example, “Using
textbooks…US published textbook, means that grammars… take a lot of time/classroom

96

Table 28
Open-Ended Response Summary: Challenges of Using ACTFL Standards
Response Category

Number of Responses

Percent of Total Responses*

How to Apply the Standards

24

23%

Lack of Time for faculty and students

16

16%

Students’ Background/Motivation

16

16%

Lack of Training

7

7%

Required use of Standard Textbook and Syllabus

7

7%

How to Connect Outside the Classroom

7

7%

Use of Technology

5

5%

Administration Requirements

5

5%

Miscellaneous

4

4%

No ACTFL Knowledge

4

4%

NA/No Challenges

4

4%

Teaching Based on Grammar

3

3%

Total Responses**

102

Sample Responses:


Using textbooks…US published textbook, means that grammars… take a lot of time/classroom.



Classroom size still presents a challenge for higher ed. educators / upper admin. dictated caps.



Resistance from faculty … their autonomy in the classroom would be threatened. Fear of change.



Sometimes it's hard to teach the standards…lesson being a scattering of items rather than a unit.



It might be challenging to integrate all 5 standards on a regular basis…Communication and
Cultures…probably the easiest…The other 3 are more challenging … not be as natural… especially
with some of the languages and some areas of the country.



to motivate some students …just to fulfill a requirement…just want to pass the class.



I also don't understand why technology is so important.



Limited time in the classroom to learn and practice a language and limited technology.



Lack of training and time to prepare a lesson.



Encouraging students to spend extra time outside of the classroom practicing the language.



Many students have very busy schedules and are not willing to spend this extra time.



To require everyone to abide by them and then to find authentic materials to use in the classroom. It
can be a very labor intensive process.



to find communities where the target language is spoken outside of the classroom.

Note. *From highest to lowest percentage; **Total by number of responses per participant: Single response/category = 29; two
categories = 22; three categories = 5; four categories = 1; five categories = 2; No responses = 0
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Feedback Regarding use of the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
The last open-ended question asked participants to provide “Feedback regarding use of
the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. Please provide your comments
in the text box below.” This question focused on giving participants the opportunity to add any
other aspects in regards to their views about the World-Readiness Standards for learning
Languages not covered in the FLFS survey. Once again, all participants provided a response to
this item, resulting in 64 topics representing 9 topical categories. However, as seen in Table 29,
15 of the comments represented responses of NA, No Comment, or expressions of not
understanding the item, as seen in Appendix G, which includes a record of all responses and how
each was categorized.
When examining responses related to providing feedback regarding use of the ACTFL
Standards, nearly 30% (28%) of the comments, both positive and negative, were related how the
standards “Provide Guidelines” for teaching a foreign language. Example responses include this
positive comment: “I wish that all language educators would, from time to time, (re) familiarize
themselves with the standards,” and one expressing concern, “I do not think these standards are
useful in daily life. They are nice as a general guideline for teaching, but on the other hand, they
are too general and too specific.”
Additional positive comments were recorded regarding the ACTFL Standards being
beneficial (14%), with 5% indicating they were useful for communication, and 3% reporting
assessment facilitation. Slightly over 10% (11%) reported that ACTFL Standards training was
needed, while 8% commented that they were not familiar with ACTFL Standards.
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Table 29
Open-Ended Response Summary: Feedback Regarding ACTFL Standards
Response Category

Number of Responses

Percent of Total Responses*

Provide Guidelines
NA/No Comment/Didn’t Understand Question
Standards Are Beneficial
Need Training
Not Familiar with ACTFL
Use for Communication
Students’ Motivation
Miscellaneous

18
15
9
7
5
3
3
2

28%
23%
14%
11%
8%
5%
5%
3%

Facilitates Assessment

2

3%

Total Responses**

64

Sample Responses:
 To get ideas on … keep track of their progress without the use of summative assessments.
 Very positive. The students… gain others' perspectives through learning the foreign language.
 Highly useful, requires me to grow, not always easy, but definitely worth it.
 Including communication… daily basis allow students to feel comfortable in learning language.
 I am not familiar with the ACTFL
 Nice as a general guideline for teaching… they are too general and too specific.
 In my language we are just this year starting to move towards a more communicative language
approach that eventually should allow instructors to better incorporate the standards in their
classes with their students.
 We recently have been including a culture section on each exam, but it is a small step.
 It… keep our programs consistent, and the goals of the ACTFL Standards are clear and concise.
 The instructor can observe the progress that the students are making and motivate them.
 Training should be available inside the university… during professional development sessions.
 I would welcome more training done on the standards
 Tomorrow we will have other students/ other standards.
 It allows the learner to see progress by being able to identify the task or abilities that he or she
should start developing or incorporating to his/her language skills.
 I don't really understand what you are asking here.
Note.*Sorted highest to lowest percentage; **Total number of responses per participant: Single response/category = 56; two
categories = 4; three categories = 0; four categories = 0; five categories = 0; No responses = 0

Research Question 4 Summary
Three open-ended items provided participants the opportunity to contribute additional
information regarding their perceptions of key benefits and challenges of using the ACTFL
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages as well as an opportunity to add any
additional feedback on the topic. Benefits most frequently reported by the faculty were that the
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ACTFL Standards provided guidelines for teaching a foreign language, helped prepare students
to be global citizens, introduced cultures, and helped identify student levels of progress in
foreign language courses. A small percentage of the responses reported concerns with the
Standards or indicated they were not familiar with the Standards. When examining the most
common reports of challenges related to using the ACTFL Standards, faculty indicated it was
challenging to know how to apply the standards to their teaching, that using the standards took
extra time for them and/or for their students, and that it was difficult to motivate students with
regard to the Standards, primarily due to foreign language being a required course. Some faculty
also reported concerns with using the standards when they didn’t align with the required
textbooks or syllabi, not having training to use the Standards, and difficulty fulfilling standards
that require connections to others outside the classroom. Responses to the final open-ended item
related to providing feedback regarding use of the ACTFL Standards were primarily positive and
reflected earlier responses to benefits and challenges.
Results Summary
This study was conducted in an effort to unveil higher education beliefs and practices in
regard to the use of World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. Following are key
findings based on the online survey FLFS responses provided by 59 participants from ACTFL
and SCOLT registered members, and a foreign languages department from one university in the
southern area of the United States.
The findings for Research Question 1 revealed participants reported an overall belief that
the 15 activities based on ACTFL’s 5C Goals and standards were important, while the
Technology activities were rated as less important. The following ACTFL Connections activity
received the highest rating of importance; “Students recognize different perspectives through the
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study of the language and cultures they are studying.” In contrast, the lowest rated activities
were: “Students understand the relationship between the products and perspectives of the
culture(s) they are studying” (Cultures) and “Students can present information, concepts and
ideas to an audience using a variety of media tools” (Communication).
Research Question 2 examined faculty self-reports of how frequently they included the
15 ACTFL related activities in their foreign language courses. Although variations were seen in
the reports of frequency, overall, the faculty reported fairly regular (“Sometimes” to “Often”)
inclusion of the ACTFL 5Cs activities, as seen in the range of mean scores (m = 3.25 to m =
4.08). Inclusion of the technology activities was moderate, as reflected in mean scores ranging
from 3.42 to 3.80. The most frequently included activity was, “Students draw on comparisons to
their own language to understand the language they are learning” (Comparisons), whereas
“Students use language outside of the classroom for personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency”
(Communities) was the least frequently included.
Inferential analyses were conducted to address Research Question 3 to identify any
variances between faculty beliefs and practices regarding use of 15 student activities associated
with the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards and technology. The results revealed significant
differences between faculty beliefs regarding the importance of the student activities and the
frequency with which faculty reported including the activities in their instruction. Although,
faculty in general regarded the activities as important; they reported including the activities as
“Sometimes” to “Often” when teaching a foreign language. Once again, there was an exception
as faculty indicated a lower perceived importance of using technology and infrequent inclusion
of technology to meet the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards in their foreign language courses.
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Faculty responses to the open-ended items associated with Research Question 4 reveal
fairly positive attitudes regarding the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages, while noting key challenges to their actual implementation in foreign language
courses. Specifically, the most frequently reported benefits with regard to using the ACTFL
Standards when teaching a foreign language course were, they provide guidelines, help prepare
students to be global citizens, introduce cultures, and help identify levels of progress. The most
commonly reported challenges were, knowing how to apply the standards, lack of time to
prepare and use, and difficulty to motivate students when foreign language is a required course.
Some faculty also reported concerns that the standards didn’t align with required textbooks or
syllabi, not having training to use the Standards, and difficulty fulfilling standards that require
connections to others outside the classroom.
In summary, the results suggest the faculty participants believe the ACTFL World
Readiness Standards for Learning Languages are important, as seen in ratings of the student
activities and open-ended reports of benefits, however, use of technology was reported as being
less important. The results also revealed that the beliefs of importance were significantly
different from self-reported “Sometimes” to “Often” inclusion of the ACTFL Standards activities
when teaching a foreign language. The open-ended reports of challenges to using the ACTFL
Standards provides some insight into reasons why inclusion may be less frequent. A discussion
of the findings as related to relevant literature and suggestions for future research is presented in
the following chapter.

102

Chapter 5
Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
The present study provides insight into higher education faculty beliefs and practices
regarding second language acquisition and the use of the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages, also known as ACTFL
5C’s Goals and Standards (ACTFL, 2015a). The study was guided by four research questions,
which were addressed with data collected from the Foreign Language Faculty Survey (FLFS),
completed by 59 higher education foreign language faculty members. The first section of this
chapter presents a discussion of the findings associated with each research question as
interpreted and supported with relevant literature. Also presented are study conclusions,
implications, and recommendations for future research.
Discussion of Findings
Research Question 1
What are faculty pedagogical beliefs regarding the importance of teaching higher
education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for
Learning Languages?
This research question considers the underlying assumption that beliefs are important for
higher education foreign language faculty in their decisions to use the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages. A discussion of the results is presented by the ACTFL 5C
goals: Connections, Comparisons and Communities, Communication, and Cultures.
Connections. The Connections goal received the highest ratings of the importance across
the ACTFL 5C Goals. In particular, the following Connections activity received high faculty
ratings of importance, “Students recognizing different perspectives when studying other
languages and cultures.” These findings are similar to Magnan et al. (2014), who suggest the

103

Connections goal motivates the use of a foreign language (FL) to discover and connect learners
with other content areas. On the other hand, FL faculty members often teach using traditional
approaches in which strict structures narrow intercultural strategies, despite research findings
indicating the importance of intercultural and multicultural teaching and learning approaches
(Kramsch, 1995). For example, one participant mentioned that faculty members could prepare
learners “…in a more global comprehension of the language” beyond “grammar rules to local
customs.”
Comparisons and communities. Faculty ratings of importance for the Comparisons and
Communities ACTFL based activities yielded the same overall mean scores that were rated as
the second most important activities. Comparison and the Communities goal activities, such as
service learning, projects with local FL communities, and tutoring to improve learning a FL,
have been found to be beneficial for learning languages (Cohen & Kinsey, 1994; Giles & Eyler,
1994; Pearce & Russill, 2003). This study revealed that the faculty members valued the use of
communicative activities for learners to understand and speak in another language. However,
these findings also conflict with previous studies that ranked the Comparisons goal in
conjunction with the Communities, and the Connections goals, as the least supported ACTFL
5Cs by higher education faculty in 1st and 2nd year courses, primarily due to implementation
difficulties (Bartz & Singer, 1996). The following participant statement reflects the difficulties
of incorporating Comparisons and Communities goal, “…not so natural…especially with some
of the languages and some areas of the country.”
Communication. Furthermore, the results of this study revealed that the Communication
goal was considered as the third most important of the ACTFL 5C Goals. As seen in previous
studies, faculty reported feeling conformable applying the Communication goal (Sederberg,
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2013). According to Brown (2009), faculty believe in the use of communicative activities that
are based on meaningful themes, and that the target language should be used in their
communicative pedagogy (Borg, 2006; Richards, Tung, & Ng, 1992). This thought is seen in the
following participant comment: “Including communication [on a] daily basis allows students to
feel comfortable in learning language.” Even though the Communication goal is considered as
important for learning languages (Abbott & Phillips, 2011) and is largely recommended by
ACTFL (2015b), the following conflicting viewpoint was expressed by one participant, “In my
language we are just this year starting to move towards a more communicative language
approach that eventually should allow instructors to better incorporate the standards in their
classes with their students.”
Cultures. The Cultures goal, in regard to faculty ratings of the importance of students’
activities, was perceived as the least important among the ACTFL 5C Goals, but still rated as
“Very Important.” For example, one participant’s comment regarding the Culture goal reflects
this perspective: “ Students are more aware of Cultural differences and similarities; they value
their own culture more and understand that learning a language is part of a process that requires
not only grammar but also comprehending the culture of the language.” This rating may be
linked to Lear and Abbott’s (2008), proposal that it is an extensive and complex process to fully
comprehend another culture and its products and practices. Moreover, the MLA Foreign
Languages and Higher Education: New Structures for a Changed World (2007) study also
referred to the difficulties faced by FL faculty when creating meaningful cultural content
materials in the context of globalization.
Technology use. Faculty participants rated the use of Technology as the least important
of all ACTFL student activities. The findings from this study support previous concerns on the
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use of technology for learning languages, even though various text materials present models and
examples of technology use, there is a disconnect between the models and everyday practice
(Edwards-Groves, 2011). As mentioned, by one of the study participants, in regards to the use of
the ACTFL Goals and Standards: “It draws the instructor’s attention to aspects of language
learning that are oftentimes overlooked, such as technology integration and connecting
practices/products to perspectives to understand culture and language.” However, the current
findings also conflict with previous research, which views the use of technology as an important
tool that should be used to implement foreign language learning, taking care not to distract from
meaningful learning (Ohler, 2013). This thinking was seen in the following comment: “…having
technology included in writing in a foreign language is useless considering the AP Exam doesn't
require it.” Additionally, previous research studies support the importance of incorporating
technology into foreign language curricula to facilitate connections with other cultures, and
consequently to improve achievement of the Comparisons goal (ter Horst & Pearce, 2010).
Furthermore, the results of this study revealed that the faculty participants may not have
understood how to use technology for language learning, as seen in two comments: “I don’t
understand why technology is so important,” while others mention the need for more training. In
a study, presented by Hur and Sub (2012), the use of technology was shown to motivate learners
when materials provide engaged learning activities. Also, ACTFL and P21 (2014) mentioned the
importance of using technology to achieve meaningful and learner-centered activities.
Conclusion. Overall, the results suggest the faculty regarded the 11 student activities
associated with the ACTFL 5C Goals as very important, while the Technology activities were
rated as less important. The various findings across the ACTFL 5C Goals and Technology use
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both aligned with and were in conflict with current research investigating foreign language
learning in higher education.
Research Question 2
What are faculty pedagogical practices regarding teaching higher education foreign
language courses based on the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages?
The key purpose of the second research question was to investigate how frequently
higher education foreign language faculty include ACTFL 5C Goals and Technology use
activities in their courses, as based on self-report data. The findings revealed that faculty
members implemented the 15 activities to a moderate, or “Sometimes” to “Often” level.
Overall, the most frequently included activities were those associated with the
Comparisons Goal, which is supported in studies suggesting comparison activities facilitate and
enhance language learning (Cohen & Kinsey, 1994; Giles & Eyler, 1994; Pearce & Russill,
2003). Conversely, these results are in contrast to other research indicating the Comparisons
goal was the least implemented among the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards (Bartz & Singer,
1996). Possible reasons for this low implementation has been attributed to faculty resistance to
using Comparisons approaches, such as activities with local FL communities or FL service
learning projects due to time constraints and requirements to follow a set curriculum (Caldwell,
2007; Hellebrandt & Varona, 1999).
The faculty reported fairly consistent responses regarding the frequency with which they
included activities based on the remaining ACTFL Goals and Technology use, with the
exception of less frequent inclusion of Communities activities. Although faculty indicated the
Connections activities were the second most frequently included activities, research by Abbott
and Phillips (2011) revealed different results. Specifically, they found that the Connections goal
was one of two goals less applied by higher education, followed by Communities (Abbott &
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Phillips, 2011). Enkin (2015) and Allen and Negueruela-Azarola (2010) suggest Connections
are infrequently used due to lack of faculty preparation in how to elaborate activities to meet the
ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards.
The findings of this study also showed that the Communication goal ranked third most
frequently included. Somewhat similar outcomes were seen in a study involving 2,134
respondents that showed 90% indicating that Communication was the most used goal in
pedagogical instruction and professional development (Abbott & Phillips, 2011). Further, the
Brown (2009) and Bell (2005) research studies mention the importance of using communicative
classroom activities with meaningful topics, world tasks, technology, and activities outside the
classroom settings to promote cultural awareness. According to Sederberg (2013), higher
education faculty reported feeling comfortable applying the Communications and Cultures goals.
Thus, even though research mentions the importance of Communication activities in
combination with cultures, the results of this study of higher education faculty practices
regarding the Communication goal were lower than expected.
Regarding the Cultures Goal, the study findings indicated the Cultures activities were the
fourth most frequently included activities. This finding is in contrast to the Cultures Goal being
rank ordered as second in terms of emphasis on planning and learning experiences in a study
with over 2,000 educators (Abbot & Phillips, 2011). Long (2005) suggests the topics of
communication, cultures, and comparisons are already present in teaching and learning
languages curriculum, thus facilitating easier inclusion into classroom instruction.
The least frequently included activities in this study were use of Technology and
Communities. Fryer (2012) recommends that faculty use technology embedded with
Communities and Connections goals to incorporate the real world into their foreign language
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teaching practices. Further, when technology is used in the FL environment, the tools provide
connections with other communities and helps develop cultural comparisons between the
learner’s own language and other languages and cultures (Cutshall, 2012).
In summary, the faculty in this study self-reported the inclusion of 15 ACTFL 5C Goals
and technology activities on a moderate level. The findings were mixed when examining how
they relate to past research in that the Comparisons and Connections 5C goals received greater
emphasis than what was revealed in other studies, while Communication activities were
indicated as less frequently used than reported by other higher education faculty.
Research Question 3
In what ways, if any, are there variations between faculty beliefs and practices regarding
teaching higher education foreign language courses based on the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages?
The primary intent of Research Question 3 was to examine higher education foreign
language faculty beliefs as compared to their instructional practices with regard to student
activities based on the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards and Technology Use. Educational
research has an established history of investigating the relationship between faculty beliefs and
practices (Allen, 2002; Richardson, 1996; Pajares, 1992). Faculty beliefs are considered as
“…permeable and dynamic structures that act as a filter through which new knowledge and
experience are screened for meaning” (Zheng, 2009, p. 74). When looking at faculty beliefs and
practices with regard to teaching foreign language courses, there is a recommended need to
evaluate these relationships (Allen, 2002; Borg, 2003; Freeman, 2002; Williams & Burden,
1997).
This study confirmed significant differences between faculty reported beliefs in the
importance of student activities based on the ACTFL 5C Goals and the self-reported inclusion of
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the activities Specifically, even though faculty typically rated the activities as “Very Important,”
faculty reported that they only included the activities on a “Sometimes” to “Often” basis when
teaching a foreign language. Gaps between faculty beliefs and their instructional practices have
been attributed to several factors. For example, Lacorte and Canabal (2005) suggest that the
personal values, goals, and assumptions about cultural and social aspects of teaching
environments influence a faculty member’s pedagogical decisions. Whereas, others attribute
classroom instructional decisions to the relationship between faculty and the learners (Labaree,
2000) as well as the learner’s gender, classroom behavior, performance, and background
(Shavelson & Stern, 1981).
Some suggest that faculty practices are not always a reflection of their beliefs; however
beliefs can change over time to accommodate learners’ needs (Phipps & Borg, 2009; Romero,
2000; Freeman & Freeman, 1994). While others propose that faculty beliefs in relationship to
their teaching practices are driven by their own learning experiences (Enkin, 2015; Phipps &
Borg, 2009; Peacock, 2001); and in particular are developed prior to or during undergraduate
courses (Allen, 2002).
Other possible reasons for low inclusion of the ACTFL 5C activities may be associated
with only 21 of the 59 (36%) faculty indicating they had received training on the ACTFL World
Readiness Standards. When higher education FL faculty members are unaware of the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages, they are unprepared to use them (Magnan et al., 2014;
Swaffar, 2006). Additionally, Magnan et al. (2014) suggest FL faculty may fear losing their
pedagogical freedom when using the Standards for Learning Languages, while Lo Bianco (2014)
posits that foreign language faculty often view teaching a FL based on their professional interests
rather than national standards.
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Even though technology literacy is embedded in the ACTFL 5C’s Goal Areas and
Standards, as cited in the 21st Century Skills Map: “Students as productive global citizens use
appropriate technologies when interpreting messages, interacting with others, and producing
written, oral, and visual messages” (ACTFL & P21, 2011, p.14), technology use was the one
area in which no significant differences were seen between the faculty participant’s beliefs and
practices. In general, the faculty indicated a low perceived importance of using technology to
meet the ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards as well as infrequent inclusion of activities in which
students used technology for writing, listening, reading, and conversation activities. These
findings may be linked to faculty receiving pedagogical training that failed to acknowledge
faculty beliefs about the use of technology (Kim et al., 2013). Other reasons may include faculty
preparation didn’t take into consideration faculty beliefs and practices with the purpose of
preventing faculty dissatisfaction (Bingimlas & Hanrahan, 2010). In other words, FL faculty
need to learn in a responsive and flexible teaching environment that prepares them to strengthen
learners’ cultural understanding and communication with the purpose of being part of a
globalized environment (Ingold & Wang, 2010; Wang et al., 2010).
Overall, the higher education foreign language faculty in this study believed activities
associated with the ACTFL 5 Goals and Standards were important, but included them on a
moderate level. In contrast, the faculty indicated student use of technology to for language
learning was moderately important and infrequently included in foreign language instruction.
Lack of training and preparation to effectively include the ACTFL 5C and technology activities
may have attributed to faculty practices in their foreign language courses.
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Research Question 4
What do faculty report as key benefits and challenges to implementing the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages when teaching higher education foreign
language courses?
The final research question was included in order to gain an understanding of what
faculty believe are key benefits and challenges with regard to implementing the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages (ACTFL Standards) when teaching their higher education
foreign language courses. This question was presented in an open-ended format to provide
faculty the opportunity to express ideas and concerns beyond those presented in close-ended
items. Open-ended items tend to yield rich and diversified information, yet often include
responses difficult to interpret, and/or result in missing data for those who choose not to respond
(Reja, Manfreda, Hlebec, & Vehovar (2003). A discussion of faculty responses to what they
perceived to be benefits and challenges of using the ACTFL Standards is presented below.
There were several key benefits that emerged from the open-ended responses. For
example, faculty most frequently indicated that the ACTFL Standards provided guidelines for
teaching their foreign language courses. This outcome aligns directly with the overall purpose of
the ACTFL Standards, as stated in the Abbott and Phillips (2011) report, A Decade of Foreign
Language Standards: Impact, Influence, and Future Directions. Specifically, the report
indicates the standards help guide foreign language faculty with regard to teaching and learning
languages, creating assessments, and developing professional and developmental training
(Abbott & Phillips, 2011).
Other benefits reported by faculty, were that the guidelines provided by the ACTFL
Standards helped enrich student knowledge of other cultures and helped prepare students to be
global citizens. Faculty recognition of these benefits is understandable, as a main goal of the
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ACTFL Standards is to link communication and culture by applying connections and
comparisons across cultures in order to prepare learners for successful careers in a global society
(NSFLEP, 2015). Additionally, ACTFL Standards are based on intercultural content,
implementing and assessing critical thinking in areas such as listening, writing, and cultural
knowledge (Abbott at al., 2014; Swaffar, 2006).
The faculty participants were also forthcoming when providing their perceptions in
regard to challenges related to implementing ACTFL Standards when teaching foreign language
courses. The most common responses were related to two key difficulties, knowing how to
apply the standards to their teaching and finding time to include standards-based activities in
their curriculum. Lack of training to know how to implement and lack of time to implement are
concerns mentioned by several researchers when examining various aspects of incorporating the
ACTFL 5C Goals and Standards into students’ activities (Edwards-Groves, 2011; Phipps &
Borg, 2009; Romero, 2000). Additional challenges were reported with regard to faculty not
knowing how or having the time to implement ACTFL standards that require student use of
technology. An example of a recommended technology strategy that may be difficult to
implement would be creating virtual language communities based on learner-centered projects in
faculty-guided environments (Magnan et al., 2014). Since foreign language textbooks and
materials often need to be modified to meet standards, faculty report concerns in being required
to take extra time to learn how to create and implement different learning strategies that make
connections between FL content and practices, while integrating technology (Hoecherl-Alden,
2000; Kissau, Algozzine, & Yon, 2013).
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The open-ended responses also revealed some faculty concerns with the ACTFL
Standards in general. These are reflected in the following faculty comment provided as a
response to both the Benefits and Challenges items:
[The ACTFL Standards are] Not very useful because they do not (and you do not in this
survey) distinguish between inputs and outputs and do not appropriately address
differences in levels. Also, there are significant differences in the speed with which
different languages can be learned (acquired?) by English speakers. The standards should
address such issues if they are to be meaningful.
Faculty responses to the open-ended items suggest that the participants have a general
understanding of benefits that can be derived from implementing the ACTFL Standards when
teaching foreign language courses. However, the faculty are also aware of challenges faculty
may face when using the ACTFL standards, with most indicating they do not know how to
implement the standards nor do they have the time to change their current teaching practices to
fulfill the recommended guidelines. While some faculty indicated they do not believe the
ACTFL Standards are an appropriate foundation for foreign language instruction. Thus, some
faculty indicated they would need professional development as well as extra time to implement
the standards according to the recommended guidelines. The following response summarizes
common reflections provided by the faculty:
Communication, culture, etc. are often delegated to second-class status behind learning
and being able to reproduce "correct" language. These other things are squeezed in when
time permits after form-focused instruction. Without training, it may be difficult for
instructors to know how to implement the readiness standards (what it means to set goals,
to relate practices or products to perspectives, etc.) Students may also not get the
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importance of the standards, due to instructors not trying to implement them or old
beliefs about what learning a language involves.
Conclusions
This study focused on an effort to unveil higher education beliefs and practices in regard
to the use of World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (ACTFL Standards). The
ACTFL Standards serve as a foundational framework for many higher education foreign
language departments, as seen in mission statements, course syllabi, and department websites.
Despite the presence of these rigorous standards, many college students continue to exit the
university without achieving intermediate proficiency in the studied language. Therefore, the
key purpose of this research was to determine if gaps exist between faculty beliefs and practices
in order to better understand how to address key challenges associated with use of the ACTFL
Standards.
The study results revealed that faculty, in general, believe that the ACTFL Standards
were important and beneficial with regard to providing guidelines for teaching a foreign
language, preparing students to be global citizens, and introducing cultures. However, the
findings also revealed significant differences when examining faculty beliefs as compared to
self-reported practices of including ACTFL activities. Specifically, the activities which were
rated as very important were only included at a moderate frequency. Faculty open-ended
responses regarding key challenges suggest the following as possible reasons for these
differences: not knowing how to apply the standards, lack of time to modify existing foreign
language materials, and lack of student motivation due to foreign language being a required
course. However, the faculty responses also revealed a promising outcome, in that some faculty
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expressed a need for training on how to integrate student activities that are based on the ACTFL
Standards.
Other interesting outcomes were related to faculty reactions to the use of technology for
language learning. These ACTFL standards were rated as moderately important and were
infrequently included in foreign language instruction, thus no significant differences were found
when examining use of technology beliefs vs. practices. This was also an area for which some
faculty reported a need for training to better understand how technology can enhance language
learning. Another area of importance that emerged from the findings were the perceptions of
some faculty that the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages, or overall standards
in general, are more of an inhibitor than a facilitator of effective language learning.
In summary, the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages are purported to be
foundational to effective language learning, yet not all foreign language faculty are aware of the
standards, or if they are and believe they are important, the standards have minimal influence on
instructional practices. It is important to continue conversations, research, and other forms of
information gathering to determine what changes are needed, in policies, the ACTFL standards,
professional development, textbooks, etc., to achieve language learning that empowers college
graduates to be prepared for a global society.
Implications
Although many of the study findings align with current literature, the results also have
implications for the existing body of research with regard to recognizing the importance of
faculty perceptions about the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. In particular,
the outcomes reveal faculty members acknowledged the need for ACTFL Standards training.
The training should follow research-based practices, in that the professional development should
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be ongoing, embedded, and include specific hands-on applications of ACTFL 5C activities that
are supported with technology. In addition, there are specific implications for the ACTFL
training, as based on the research findings. For example, Cultures training should increase
faculty awareness of the relationship between products and perspectives of a language in order to
help faculty better understand other cultures and appreciate their differences. When working
with faculty to integrate activities focused on Communities, it is important to keep in mind that
local communities may not be available for all languages, thus technology is a way to offer
opportunities to overcome these barriers. Faculty members need to be provided with specific
examples, resources, and hands-on experiences with activities that address communities and
other ACTFL 5C Goals. The results also have implications regarding administrative support for
foreign language faculty, as faculty need to be provided time and support to develop materials
that meet ACTFL Standards. Additionally, the professional development should include followup as well as feedback and support during implementation of ACTFL activities rather than
sporadic workshops and training sessions.
Recommendations for Future Research
This research examined data from 59 higher education foreign language faculty to
explore beliefs and practices regarding the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages.
The 59 participants included full and part time faculty who taught 11 languages and had from 1
to more than 15 years of experience. Additionally, approximately 80% were familiar with the
ACTFL Standards, while over 60% had not received ACTFL Standards training. Future research
on the current data set could explore whether or not the findings would vary by the language
being taught; years of faculty experience teaching the targeted foreign language; full vs. parttime position; or participated in ACTFL Standards training vs. no training. Additional areas of
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future research could explore beliefs and practices on the basis of faculty being a native speaker
of the language taught vs. not being a native speaker. Another area if questioning could focus on
faculty level of computer expertise to explore if the technology use activities would be rated as
more important and more frequently included when faculty have a high level of technical
experience.
A different area of research would involve collecting perceptions from higher education
students who complete required foreign language courses. It would be interesting to compare
student impressions on the basis of being in courses in which faculty frequently include ACTFL
activities versus those in more traditional, grammar-focused courses. And finally, it would also
be useful to conduct qualitative case studies to gain deeper understandings of faculty perceptions
of the ACTFL Standards. The case studies could include faculty representing different thinking,
for example, faculty who believe in the standards and frequently use them; faculty who are
somewhat neutral, and faculty who disagree with the standards. These viewpoints would help
identify foreign language approaches that better meet the needs of a diversified group of faculty
and students.
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APPENDIX A
Foreign Language Faculty Survey
Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey.
Below, you will find three sections of multiple-choice items and three-open-ended items. Please
complete the survey by choosing the answer that best describes your response, and reply to the
open-ended questions. This survey is anonymous, and the results will be used to improve the
quality of teaching foreign languages.
All items require an answer.
Thank you again for your participation.
Adoración V. Berry
aberry@memphis.edu
Section 1: Background information
What language or languages do you teach? (Select all languages you teach)
Arabic
Chinese
Classical Greek
ESL
French
German
Hebrew
Italian
Japanese
Latin
Portuguese
Russian
Spanish
Other

Do you typically teach one or more, first and/or second year higher education foreign language courses?
(Select one)
Yes
No
How many years have you taught a foreign language at the college/university level? (Select one)
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
More than 15 years
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What is your current position with your university or college? (Select one)
Professor (Full, Associate, or Assistant)
Instructor
Part-Time Adjunct
Graduate Student
Other: Please describe ___________________
Are you familiar with the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages? (Select one)
Yes
No
Have you received training on the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages? (Select
one)
Yes
No
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Section 2: IMPORTANCE of Foreign Language Student Activities
Use the provided scale to indicate the importance of the following student activities when you
teach foreign language courses.
Student Activities

Not At
All
Important

Students can express and comprehend feelings,
emotions, and opinions when engaging in
conversations
Students understand and interpret a variety of
topics when presented in written and spoken
format
Students can present information, concepts and
ideas to an audience using a variety of media
tools
Students understand the relationship between
the practices and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying
Students understand the relationship between
the products and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying
Students discover connections to other
disciplines through the study of the language
they are learning
Students recognize different perspectives
through the study of the language and cultures
they are studying
Students draw on comparisons to their own
language to understand the language they are
learning
Students draw on comparisons to their own
culture to understand the cultures they are
studying and learning
Students use the language both within and
beyond the classroom setting
Students use language outside of the classroom
for personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency
Students use appropriate technologies for
writing activities
Students use appropriate technologies for
listening activities
Students use appropriate technologies for
reading activities
Students use appropriate technologies for
conversation activities
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Slightly
Important

Moderatel
y
Important

Very
Important

Highly
Important

Section 3: FREQUENCY of Foreign Language Student Activities
Use the provided scale to indicate how often your higher education foreign language courses
include the following student activities:
Student Activities

Never

Students can express and comprehend feelings,
emotions, and opinions when engaging in
conversations
Students understand and interpret a variety of
topics when presented in written and spoken
format
Students can present information, concepts and
ideas to an audience using a variety of media
tools
Students understand the relationship between
the practices and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying
Students understand the relationship between
the products and perspectives of the culture(s)
they are studying
Students discover connections to other
disciplines through the study of the language
they are learning
Students recognize different perspectives
through the study of the language and cultures
they are studying
Students draw on comparisons to their own
language to understand the language they are
studying and learning
Students draw on comparisons to their own
culture to understand the cultures they are
studying learning
Students use the language both within and
beyond the classroom setting
Students use language outside of the classroom
for personal enjoyment and ongoing fluency
Students use appropriate technologies for
writing activities [Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for
listening activities [Technology]
Students use appropriate technologies for
reading activities
Students use appropriate technologies for
conversation activities
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Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

Section 4: BENEFITS of using ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point of view, what are the key benefits
of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Section 5: CHALLENGES of using ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point of view, what are the key
challenges of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages with regard to teaching and
learning a higher education foreign language course.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Section 6: Feedback regarding use of the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning
Languages.
Please provide your comments in the text box below.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Please include your email address if you want to participate in a drawing for a $25 gift card.
(Only 5 participants will receive the $25 gift cards).
My email address is: ____________________________________________________________
I truly appreciate your participation in this study for my dissertation research. Please let me know
if you have any questions.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Adoración V. Berry
Lead Investigator
Foreign Language Survey
Email: aberry@memphis.edu
Please select “Submit” to submit your responses and exit the survey.
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APPENDIX B
Study Invitations
Study Invitation: Post to ACTFTL and SCOLT Blog, Facebook, and Twitter

Subject: Invitation to complete Survey on World-Readiness Standards

Dear Members,
My name is Adoracion Berry and I am a doctoral candidate requesting your participation to participate in a
study to learn about your impressions of the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages. The study
involves completing a brief 10 to 15-minute anonymous online survey.
You are encouraged to please participate in this study to better understand the impact of the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages in higher education foreign language courses. Participants who
complete the survey may enter a drawing to win one of five $25 gift certificates.
Please take a moment to review this study and give consideration to your participation.
Please use the web link below to access to the brief survey.
Click Here to begin
(You will be taken to the consent page first. After completing the consent form, click “Start Survey” to begin
recording your responses).
Thank you for your participation!
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Adoración V. Berry
Lead Investigator
Foreign Language Faculty Survey
Email: aberry@memphis.edu

139

Study Invitation: Email Invitation to 25 ACTFL and U of M Foreign Language Faculty
From: Adoración V. Berry
Subject: Invitation to complete Survey on World-Readiness Standards
Message:

Dear Faculty,
You are invited to participate in a study to learn about your impressions of the World-Readiness Standards
for Learning Languages. The study involves completing a brief 10 to 15-minute anonymous online survey.
You are encouraged to please participate in this study to better understand the impact of the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages in higher education foreign language courses. Participants who
complete the survey may enter a drawing to win one of five $25 gift certificates.
Please use the web link below to access to the brief survey.
Click Here to begin
(You will be taken to the consent page first. After completing the consent form, click “Start Survey” to begin
recording your responses).
Thank you for your participation!
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Adoración V. Berry
Lead Investigator
Foreign Language Faculty Survey
Email: aberry@memphis.edu
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Study Invitation: Verbal Invitation to U of M Foreign Language Faculty during August 19
meeting
Good Afternoon,
You are invited to participate in a study to learn about your impressions of the World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages. The study involves completing a brief 10 to 15-minute anonymous online
survey.
You are encouraged to please participate in this study to better understand the impact of the WorldReadiness Standards for Learning Languages in higher education foreign language courses. Participants who
complete the survey may enter a drawing to win one of five $25 gift certificates.
The Language Media Center located on the second floor (Jones 220) is open a for one hour and available for
you to complete the survey after the faculty meeting.
An invitation to complete the survey has been sent to your e-mail. I will not be at the Language media Center
while you complete the survey. Light refreshments will be available in the Language Media Center.
Thank you for your participation!
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Adoración V. Berry
Sincerely,
Adoración V. Berry
Lead Investigator
Foreign Language Faculty Survey
Email: aberry@memphis.edu
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APPENDIX C
Institute Review Board Approval
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APPENDIX D
Approval Emails
ACTFL
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SCOLT
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APPENDIX E
Open-ended responses
Key Benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
#

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.

1

The standards help student gain a deeper understanding of the
target language

2

It is important for the teacher and the students as an orientation to
follow in order to know what they should expect in different
levels of language learning. I always show my students the
ACTFL Proficiency Scale, so they know what they should focus
in a particular class.
The Standards are important because describe what students need
to know and be able to do as they learn another language.
Instructors can measure the progress made by students according
to the various levels of ACTFL. Therefore, it is a very useful tool.
However, it is a very time-consuming process for an instructor to
be fully certified according to ACTFL standards.
As a language teacher, the standard is very important for the
guidance of teaching language and it is really helpful for students
to understand the different cultures better.
In general, I believe it is good to have a set of standards to follow
in foreign language classrooms, especially those that encompass a
variety of areas, as ACTFL does. However, I don't feel that I have
been trained well enough to take full advantage of these standards
and I believe they could be emphasized more in training.
I have a goal/outcome to meet.

3
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

standards are required to assure curriculum matches the activities
in the classroom and to provide a measuring tool between
programs. The ACTFL standards are based on current research
and best practices for the language learner and the needs of the
greater world community.
Using the standards enables all foreign language instructors to
have a similar benchmark for fluency is oral, aural, and written
comprehension. It is draws the instructor's attention to aspects of
language learning that are oftentimes overlooked, such as
technology integration and connecting practices/products to
perspectives to understand culture and language.
ACFLT Standards are guidelines for studying a Foreign Language
in the US. There are many other ones.

Category
1
Communication

Category
2
Cultures

Category
3
Guidelines
Guidelines

Guidelines

Category
4
Levels and
Progress

Category
5
Prepare
Global
Citizens

Category
6
Reported
Concerns

Category
7
Not Just
Grammar
Based

Category
8
Technology

Not Just
Grammar
Based
Levels and
Progress

Guidelines
Guidelines

Cultures

Levels and
Progress

Reported
Concerns

Guidelines

Guidelines

Reported
Concerns

Guidelines

Guidelines

Cultures

Guidelines

Guidelines
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Prepare
Global
Citizens

Levels and
Progress

Technology

Category
9
Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL

#

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.
- giving guidance to instructors about best practices in foreign
language instruction to make students ready to use the language
beyond the context of the classroom â€¢ emphasizing different
modes of nteraction, both for comprehension and expression, as
well as specific areas in which learners can interact (the five C's),
- preparing students to be global citizens, expanding their horizons
beyond their own culture and language to understand other
cultures and people, -allowing students to see the importance of
languages and cultures beyond just getting a grade or memorizing
forms, - how it can be used in other "real-world" contexts, other
disciplines
It is important to use the ACTFL Standards so that students
accurately learn language, culture, and can make
connections/comparisons to their own language and culture.
Using the ACTFL standards for learning languages helps the
instructor to focus his/her teaching in many important areas of
learning a language, not just grammar and vocabulary. Although
learning the structure and the lexicon of a language are very
important, learning a foreign language is so much more that that.
The ACTFL standards put into perspective the importance of
teaching not only the language but also the cultures and
subcultures that are ingrained in that particular language.
Furthermore, the ACTFL standards go beyond the classroom by
encouraging students to practice and use the language outside in
their communities.
For me personally, it helps me remember to implement a variety
of meaningful activities that relate to Culture, Comparisons,
Connections, Communities and Communication and to
incorporate those through listening, reading, writing and speaking.
Our classrooms are full of different learners that grasp information
in different ways so it is also important to present material in
various mediums.
The use of communicative activities is extremely important for
students to comprehend and speak another language.

The standards help instructors and students connect language to
the real world. It helps guide us when planning lessons, to ensure
that students are communicating, as well as connecting to other
disciplines and processing the culture.
Sometime we focus our teaching in grammar and vocabulary
words because they are easier to measure on a test and give
students a grade. The 5 C's goes beyond a written test, often
students fall in love with culture and motives the learner to
improve their skills. As an instructor is hard sometimes to
incorporate culture since the curriculum continues to focus on
grammatical structures.
I think it will help teachers to raise and remind key points in
teaching foreign languages.
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1
Communication

Communication

Category
2
Cultures
Cultures

Category
3
Guidelines
Guidelines

Cultures

Guidelines

Cultures

Guidelines

Cultures
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4
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Levels and
Progress

Category
6
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7
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Grammar
Based
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Prepare
Global
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Prepare
Global
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Levels and
Progress

Communication

Category
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Prepare
Global
Citizens

Not Just
Grammar
Based

Prepare
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Cultures

Guidelines

Cultures

Prepare
Global
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Reported
Concerns

Guidelines
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Not Just
Grammar
Based

Category
8
Technology

Category
9
Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL

#

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.

19

The focus on communication, especially interpersonal helps
facilitate fluency in the students. Less focus on traditional
grammar-based syllabi (although that is still an issue).

20

Gives us real language to talk about functional use of knowing
and using a 2nd language. We aren't just about memorizing
vocabulary and conjugating verbs.

21

A model to follow, a guideline

22

I have a comment about the questionnaire before. For teaching
speaking, if it is in the classroom, there is usually no technology
involved. So that is why I said "rarely" before. I think the ACTFL
World-Readiness provides a good framework to understand that
language is more than learning grammar. It implies learning
language, about language and culture. The 5 Cs are really useful,
especially if you are trying to have a more content-based approach
in your teaching.
It provides a set of standard practices that everyone can aspire to,
communicate about, answer to, etc.

23

24

Global articulation of learning outcomes

25

Not very useful because they do not (and you do not in this
survey) distinguish between inputs and outputs and do not
appropriately address differences in levels. Also, there are
significant differences in the speed with which different languages
can be learned (acquired?) by English speakers. The standards
should address such issues if they are to be meaningful.
1. crear unos estÃ¡ndares de competencia lingÃ¼Ã¬stica
generales para todos los estudiantes de una lengua extranjera
supone la creaciÃ³n de un camino muy detallado que los alumnos
deberÃ¬an seguir para aprender adecuadamente una lengua.
2. al tener esos estÃ¡ndares, garantizamos la coherencia de las
descripciones de diferentes habilidades de los diferentes niveles
en los cuales los alumnos se encuentran.
3. No solo se les da las herramientas lingÃ¼Ã¬sticas para
comunicarse sino que tambiÃ©n se les proporciona una visiÃ³n
de la cultura objeto de estudio para que puedan comunicarse fuera
de clase.
It is a tool among others.

26

27

28

The benefits of using ACTFL World-Readiness Standards is that
they aid in developing better communication and better
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Communication
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Communication

Category
3
Guidelines
Guidelines
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4
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Cultures

Communication
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Communication

Cultures
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Prepare
Global

Technology

Category
9
Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL

#

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.

Category
1
Communication

Category
2
Cultures

Category
3
Guidelines

Category
4
Levels and
Progress

understanding of other cultures. They also prepare the student for
jobs which require them to be bilingual.
29

30
31
32

33

34
35

36
37

38

39

40
41

They are concise and accessible, and we can share them with
students. Students often ask how we arrive at a certain assessment
(e.g. participation grade). ACTFL standards spell it out nicely.
The nice thing about standards is that it gives us a target to aim
for, so that we each don't have to reinvent the wheel.
Standards are important but should not be follow all the time.
The ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages help the language
instructors and students to achieve a relisted goal that promotes a
holistic learning of a language; one where the student can learn
and gain from a foreign language more than just new vocabulary
and proficiency levels. These standards encourage the student to
become aware and participate on the different areas a new
language can help him/her discover.
I believe the benefits of the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards
are in that they provide a valuable guide for language educators to
follow. They are an important reminder as to how and why we are
in this profession, and we can most effectively teach students how
language and culture are intertwined.
Standards are helpful guides, but instruction needs to be targeted
to the needs and level of students.
One of the benefits of using the ACTFL Standards is that these
standards allow students learning foreign languages to not only
learn the language as a mere translation, but completely immerse
the student in every aspect of the language being studied.
Therefore, resulting in a more global comprehension of the
language (grammar rules to local customs).
Use of the standards helps me to balance the skills that my
students develop.
The standards allow to present languages in a well-rounded
manner, using different perspectives and showing to students to
width of the language impact, beyond the language itself.
I believe the standards help elucidate WHY we are teaching the
concepts we do in our language classes (apart from the obvious:
"because it's in the book"). They also provide me guidance with
how I may modify my approach to teaching the classes I do, both
to keep my teaching "fresh" and to address any concerns I may
have when activities in a class do not seem to be successful.
I believe the learners can learn the new meaning of the target
language through interaction with others to accomplish some
social activities. The Standard can be a good guideline of how to
connect classroom to the real world.
The instructor can compare his/her results to those at a national
level
It sets clear goals for foreign language teaching and instructors
can design class activities accordingly.

Guidelines
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Prepare
Global
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Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.

Category
1
Communication

Category
2
Cultures

Category
3
Guidelines

42

I am not familiar with the details of these Standards so I can't give
a well thought out response.

43

Guidelines

45

The standards give a benchmark to guide my teaching, to help me
assess learning, to help students know to what they are working,
etc. They are an integral part of my regular work.
I apply the ACTFL Standards as general guidelines for my course
learning objectives.
My students use them to inform and measure their own learning.

46

Reference

Guidelines

47

The connection between language and culture is very strong and
the ACTFL -World-Readiness Standards emphasize this
connection. It empowers the learner and prepares them to function
in a complex environment.
Standards are open enough to include a variety of techniques.
Students are encouraged to incorporate more than just speaking
skills.
If students also become familiar with the standards, they provide
everybody a clear structure, meaning and sense of purpose to the
activities they carry out in and out of class.

44

48

49

50
51

52
53

54

55

Category
5
Prepare
Global
Citizens

Category
6
Reported
Concerns

Category
7
Not Just
Grammar
Based

Category
8
Technology

Category
9
Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL
Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL

Guidelines
Guidelines

Prepare
Global
Citizens
Guidelines

Levels and
Progress
Levels and
Progress

When paired with ACTFL's defined levels of proficiency, the
standards provide students with a clear sense of their own
progress.
They give me a guideline for my teaching.

Guidelines

Keeping the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards at the forefront
of lesson planning allows me to keep students' needs and interests
in balance with the curriculum we are asked to cover. I am
concentrating on their output more than ever.
Student acquire the language better.

Guidelines

Levels and
Progress
Levels and
Progress

Colleges and universities must articulate their programs with
those in K-12, as many K-12
teachers throughout the U.S. are referring to the ACTFL WorldReadiness Standards for
Learning Languages to inform ongoing changes to their
curriculum, materials and practices.
Colleges and universities must also do the same.
I am not familiar with ACTFL.

Learning another language it's not easy. I think hearing other
people speaking the language it helps a lot. When a person wants
to learn another language I think is best to interact, connect with
them. Try to spend time with them because you are not just
learning how they speak but also how they act, their culture,
behaviors of people. I think is very important to put students with
different cultures with different language so they can learn from

Category
4
Levels and
Progress

Unfamiliar
with
ACTFL
Communication

Cultures
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#

56

57

58

59

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your
point of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL
Standards for Learning Languages with regard to
teaching and learning a higher education foreign
language course.

Category
1
Communication

each other. Have students do little groups and talk to each other so
they can correct each other from mistakes. One of the thing the
help me learn English was repetitions, hear the word many times
and usually it comes from communications and making mistakes.
Students are more aware of Cultural differences and similarities,
they value their own culture more and understand that learning a
language is part of a process that requires not only grammar but
also comprehending the culture of the language.
To help make our students internationally ready and to help them
become global individuals.
IN my opinion the key benefit is the connections that the students
can make between cultural topics that they learn in the classroom
with communication activities. that makes the class more
interesting for them and they get more involved with the material.
Foreign language learners who understand the importance of
learning another language tend to appreciate other cultures. They
are interested not only in learning to speak it but know other
important skills to reach their goals. That is why is very important
for educators to include every aspect of the language to motivate
students to use it for a purpose.
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APPENDIX F
Open-ended responses:
Key Challenges of using the ACTFL Standards for Learning Languages
#

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
The standards are difficult to
apply in class as they require
extensive extra work to prepare
materials not included with the
textbook
I use it in a very positive way, not
as an imposition. I think it could
be very stressful if you try to
follow it as rules of a game that
can not be changed. Learning
languages demands flexibility and
many times we have to adapt to a
variety of circumstances that
includes from the educational
background of students from the
environmental conditions.
I don't know enough about
ACTFL to answer this question
As previously mentioned, it is a
time-consuming activity in order
to be fully certified.
To understand the standard
completely and use it in teaching
and learning
I believe the two greatest
challenges are, (1) ensuring
teachers have appropriate training
and familiarity with the guidelines
and how to implement them and
(2) implementing these topics
while also trying to follow the
provided textbook and syllabus.
The challenges are the use of the
foreign language outside of the
classroom. I think this is where
technology is quite important;
however, having technology
included in writing in a foreign
language is useless considering
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#

8

9

10

11

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
the AP Exam doesn't require it.
Students know how to use
technology; it doesn't need to be a
part of the standards. Am I
grading proficiency or
participation when grading a Prezi
presentation? I am grading the
proficiency...the fact that the
students can use Prezi means
nothing in fluency of a language.
I think that technology should be
removed.
The greatest challenge is to
require everyone to abide by them
and then to find authentic
materials to use in the classroom.
It can be a very labor intensive
process.
There is no training offered, of
Admiration
which I am aware. Furthermore,
Requirements
there are no Miscellaneous
incentives to refer to the standards
or even use them as benchmarks.
abstracts recommendations v/s
reality
Many, if not most, programs still
focus on a grammar-based
approach.
Communication, culture, etc. are
often delegated to second-class
status behind learning and being
able to reproduce "correct"
language. These other things are
squeezed in when time permits
after form-focused instruction.
Without training, it may be
difficult for instructors to know
how to implement the readiness
standards (what it means to set
goals, to relate practices or
products to perspectives, etc.)
Students may also not get the
importance of the standards, due
to instructors not trying to
implement them or old beliefs
about what learning a language
involves.
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Knowledge
of ACTFL

#

12
13

14

15
16

17

18

19

20

21

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
N/A
One of the main challenges is
encouraging students to spend
extra time outside of the
classroom practicing the
language. Many students have
very busy schedules and are not
willing to spend this extra time.
While wanting to include all
different kinds of activities in a
classroom, it is challenging to find
the time to do all of these things
well and to give each activity
ample time.
When the technology
malfunctions.
I don't find it challenging but my
colleagues are not as well-versed
on them, so they may not include
them in their teaching.
One challenge can be to provide
students with communities spaces
and technology tools.
It will be difficult to
accommodate all of standards in
each class.
The only real challenge that I find
is that everyone except for me in
the department wants to focus on
traditional grammar-based
methodology and don't even know
what the SFLLs are. And this
challenge is huge since I am told
what to teach and when to teach
(in the first two years, we all
follow the same syllabi, tests, etc
in the various sections).
I don't feel challenged except to
justify the importance of world
languages usefulness for career
readiness. Standards help provide
the language needed to speak to
that.
no challenges

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Category
10
No
Comments
No
Comments

Lack of
Time

To Apply
the
Standards

Lack of
Time

Technology
No
Comments

Technology

To Use
Outside the
Classroom
Lack of
Training

Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

To Use
Outside the
Classroom

No
Comments
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Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

#

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
I don't follow the standards all the
time. Using textbooks, almost any
US published textbook, means
that grammar will take a lot of
time in the classroom. With the
current grading system, I do no
have time to use IPAs in the
classroom. I also don't understand
why technology is so important. I
know it is important, but again, it
is just a way to achieve a goal so
it should not be emphasized so
much in the Standards.
Some standards are highly
aspirational. For example, in an
intro class it can be difficult to
ensure that students use the
language beyond the classroom
and the desire to do so varies
greatly among students.
Curriculum constraints i.e.
Admiration
Textbooks, administration,
Requirements
mandatory assessment not flexible
to ACTFL assessment guidelines
See answer to last question.
(Not very useful because they do
not (and you do not in this survey)
distinguish between inputs and
outputs and do not appropriately
address differences in levels.
Also, there are significant
differences in the speed with
which different languages can be
learned (acquired?) by English
speakers. The standards should
address such issues if they are to
be meaningful.)
La cultura: CÃ³mo integrarla en
nuestro syllabus y cÃ³mo
enseÃ±arla. Por tanto cÃ³mo
aprenderla y evaluarla.
Does not into account sped
students

The challenges are limited time in
the classroom to learn and
practice a language and limited

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards
To Apply
the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Lack of
Time

To Use
Outside the
Classroom

To Apply
the
Standards

Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus
Students’
Background/
Motivation

To Apply
the
Standards

Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus
Students’
Background/
Motivation
Students’
Background/
Motivation
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Technology

Lack of
Time

Category
10
No
Comments

Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

#

29

30

31

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
technology. If the language is a
requirement, there may also be a
lack of motivation to do the work
required to learn.
s there a student version? It would
help in order to communicate
course goals and learning
objectives to students.
The standards and the structure of
the curriculum presuppose that for
every language the same 4500
hours of instruction suffice for
students to advance through the
beginner or intermediate levels,
when different languages really
do require different amounts of
instruction.
Lack of training and time to
prepare a lesson.

32

The amount of meeting times with
the class may not be enough to
cover all the points needed to
reach these standards.

33

I teach 3rd and 4th year Spanish
at a high school. The challenges
are that time is very limited, and
students are very busy fulfilling
all of their academic and postcurricular activities. Students do
no always have the maturity to
understand the value of the skill
they are learning, but they are
motivated by getting good grades.
More aware of what and how I
need to teach.

34

35

36

One of the challenges could
include that most higher education
students are focused on just taking
a foreign language class to meet
minimum credit requirements, so
the time to present a curriculum
that meets the ACTFL Standards
is limited to one semester.
It is often difficult for students to
understand the interplay between

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

Lack of
Time

Lack of
Training

Miscellaneous

To Apply
the
Standards

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Lack of
Time

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Lack of
Time

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Lack of
Time

To Apply
the
Standards

Students’
Background/
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Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Category
10
No
Comments

Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

#

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
language and culture.

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Category
10
No
Comments

Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

Motivation

It might be challenging to
integrate all 5 standards on a
regular basis. The Communication
and Cultures pieces are probably
the easiest and most logical ones.
The other 3 are more challenging
as they might not be as natural,
especially with some of the
languages and some areas of the
country. So opportunities have to
be created, but it is taking a lot of
time professors don't have due to
their other obligations (research,
service, etc.) I often see the extra
curricular activities as a way to
bring more of the standards.
Probably the primary challenge is
finding the time to fully integrate
the standards into the courses I
teach.
The training of teachers who
actually teach the first and second
year language courses.
Organizing your class from the
very beginning with those
standards in mind.
It would be ideal for the students
to set life-long goals and use the
target language for enjoyment,
enrichment and advancement.
However, this is difficult to
achieve due to lack of the target
language environment.
Not familiar with the Standards.

To Apply
the
Standards

Lack of
Time

To Apply
the
Standards

Lack of
Time

It can be pretty overwhelming to
work everything in an to achieve
hte ideal. I'm working on aligning
my self-expectations with what is
realistic and most beneficial to
students.
It is not always easy to keep the
standards in mind when dealing
with the day-to-day work of
planning the course, teaching,

To Apply
the
Standards

To Apply
the
Standards
To Apply
the
Standards

Lack of
Training

Students’
Background/
Motivation

To Use
Outside the
Classroom

No
Knowledge
of ACTFL
Lack of
Time

To Apply
the
Standards
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#

45

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
grading, dealing with student
problems, etc.
Providing sufficient practice to
achieve them.

46

Consistency

47

It is a challenge to find
communities where the target
language is spoken outside of the
classroom.
Sometimes it's hard to teach the
standards without the lesson being
a scattering of items rather than a
unit.
Even though classroom size is
generally much more adequate
than what is commonly found in
secondary education, it still
presents a challenge for higher ed.
educators who must abide by
upper admin. dictated caps.
I have not had adequate training
in the standards and how to
implement them in my classroom.
Frequent absenteeism in the high
school adjunct professor role
plays a stressor on everyone. The
high school culture is far different
than the college culture. Some
students are not quite prepared to
put their learning to the higher
level. As well, the high school
students are given more
opportunities for student contact
time, allowing them to assimilate
the info. and have a higher
frequency of practice in some
cases as the pace of the class is
naturally somewhat slower.
Resistance from faculty who feel
that they should be able to keep
doing things the way
they always have for years, and
that their autonomy in the
classroom would be threatened.
Fear of change.

48

49

50

51

52

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

To Apply
the
Standards
To Apply
the
Standards
To Apply
the
Standards

Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Category
10
No
Comments

Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

To Use
Outside the
Classroom

To Apply
the
Standards
Admiration
Requirements

Miscellaneous

Lack of
Training
Admiration
Requirements

To Apply
the
Standards

Lack of
Time

Miscellaneous
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No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

#

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list
and describe, from your point of
view, the key benefits of using
the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with
Category
regard to teaching and learning
1
a higher education foreign
Administrations
language course.
Requirements
I have no idea.

The challenges for a students is to
let the student know that we are
going to make mistake as we
learning another language. We as
a teacher we need to motivate the
student never be negative to them.
Also make them feel that they are
doing good. Confidence will help
the students to progress. Again it's
not easy learning another
language but with a lot help and
support by the teacher can make
the student be successful learning
another language.
Time constraints are always a
challenge in a required foreign
language classroom. Sometimes
students are not so willing to learn
because it is a course that is
required for graduation.
The challenges are limited to the
classroom. It is hard to describe
the world if you are not out in it.
This is why resources such as
study abroad are so invaluable to
students.
The challenge is to motivate some
students that take a foreign
language class just to fulfill a
requirement. These kind of
student just want to pass the class.
I do believe that it can be done if
the classes teach them to make
connections with the language
that they are learning.
Motivation is an important key
learning. Who comes to class with
a purpose of using the language,
will not see barriers but interest in
reach his/her goals to learn it.
N/A

Category
1
Teaching
Based on
Grammar

Category
2
Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Category
3
How to
Apply the
Standards

To Apply
the
Standards

Category
4
Students’
Background/
Motivation

Category
5
Technology

Category
6
Standard
Textbooks
and
Syllabus

Category
7
Lack of
Time

Category
8
Lack of
Training

Category
9
To Use
Outside
the
Classroom

Category
10
No
Comments

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Lack of
Time

To Use
Outside the
Classroom

Admiration
Requirements

To Apply
the
Standards

Students’
Background/
Motivation

Students’
Background/
Motivation

No
Comments
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Category
11
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL
No
Knowledge
of ACTFL

APPENDIX G
Open-ended responses
Feedback regarding use of the ACTFL World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages
# Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point
of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.
1

2

3

4

Category
1
Facilitates
Assessment

Category
2
Standards
are
Beneficial

Category
3
Use for
Communication

I have little knowledge about the standards. However, it sounds
very interesting and shows direction about good teaching
practices.
The standards are, in my opinion, a great tool to promote the
studies of FL.

Category
4
Provide
Guidelines
Provide
Guidelines

Category
6
Students’
Motivation

Category
7
Need of
Training

Category
8
Miscellaneous

Provide
Guidelines

I use the ACTFL World Readiness Standards to communicate to
parents and administration, and also to remind myself what I
need to incorporate in lesson and unit planning.
Language is a tool.

Provide
Guidelines
Provide
Guidelines

5

I do not have personal experience using the ACTFL Standards
at this time.

6

They are fine. I like them.

7

More concrete materials (lesson plans for all languages,
activities, etc.) should be made available (beyond the ACTFL
conference that not everyone can attend) for free, using the
proficiency-based classroom. I found very little material using a
proficiency-based teaching online available. And nothing from
ACTFL really.
I use it for information, I do not follow it completely but I adapt
it to my reality, and I think it helps.

Provide
Guidelines

9

I wish that all language educators would, from time to time,
(re) familiarize themselves with the standards.

Provide
Guidelines

10
11

Very positive. The students told us that they gain others'
perspectives through learning the foreign language.
Not really required

12

Tomorrow we will have other students/ other standards.

8

Category
5
Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL
Beneficial

Provide
Guidelines

Beneficial
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
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Category 9
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

# Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point
of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.
13

It is difficult to make students use the target language beyond
classrooms.

14

I am looking forwards to knowing it and using it.

15

can't reply.

16

Highly useful, requires me to grow, not always easy, but
definitely worth it.

Category
1
Facilitates
Assessment

Category
2
Standards
are
Beneficial

Category
3
Use for
Communication

Category
4
Provide
Guidelines

Category
5
Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Category
8
Miscellaneous

Category 9
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

Training

NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
Beneficial
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

I don't really understand what you are asking here.
18

I answered this question in the previous answer.
19

21

Category
7
Need of
Training

Student’s
motivation

17

20

Category
6
Students’
Motivation

Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

I have no direct experience in the ACTFL assessment process.
"â€¢ I think it is important to start addressing the standards with
our students. In my language we are just this year starting to
move towards a more communicative language approach that
eventually should allow instructors to better incorporate the
standards in their classes with their students. We recently have
been including a culture section on each exam, but it is a small
step. â€¢ The university level seems behind K-12 in
implementing the standards, from what I've read and heard at
conferences. Our Department is no different. I don't believe
most language sections or instructors use the standards.
â€¢ While I keep them in mind, they have not been a priority for
me as well since we were on the old mostly grammar-based
approach to assessment. It is difficult to do when you know the
major assessments (and therefore the grades of students) are
different from the goals of the readiness standards.
â€¢ If instructors and/or administrators who are aware of the
standards and their importance share this with colleagues and
attempt to move our courses in this direction, I think it will be
challenging in the short run but beneficial for both instructors
and learners in the long run. "
None

Provide
Guidelines

NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
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# Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point
of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.

Category
1
Facilitates
Assessment

Category
2
Standards
are
Beneficial

Category
3
Use for
Communication

Category
4
Provide
Guidelines

22

Very helpful.

23

Website

Provide
Guidelines

24

I look forward to improving my pedagogical techniques in
foreign language instruction.

Provide
Guidelines

25

I do not think these standards are useful in daily life. They are
nice as a general guideline for teaching, but on the other hand,
they are too general and too specific. For a Novice speaker, e.g.,
the appropriate technology for speaking is face-to-face
interaction. Why should a waste valuable class time on dealing
with other technology, which probably will be outdated by the
time the student is in a position to use technology in the FL? A
Novice speaker really has very little business trying to speak
presentationally. What is the use of treating all these aspects as
if they were equal?
The ACTFL standards make you aware of all components that
are important.

Provide
Guidelines

26

27

They could place more important on speaking.

28

....

29

"I do not understand the question. I think I may have missed a
page of this survey, but there was no back button to double
check."

30

no comment

31
32

Training should be available inside the university. Maybe during
professional development sessions.
I don't know what you want here, sorry.

33

?

Category
5
Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Category
6
Students’
Motivation

Category
7
Need of
Training

Category
8
Miscellaneous

Category 9
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

Beneficial

Provide
Guidelines
Communication

NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
Training
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
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# Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point
of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.
34

ACTFL needs to offer FREE training in the standards

35

I am still becoming familiar with those changes in ACTFL and
the changes in testing proposed by AP several years ago. I
would like to receive further instruction and examples of how
we can keep the standards as important to the students in the
day-to-day teaching & learning process. Learning is not about
"passing a test", but the development of the skill.
N/A

36

37

38

Category
2
Standards
are
Beneficial

Category
3
Use for
Communication

I don't understand this question. What kind of feedback are you
looking for?

40

I can't imagine teaching as I did 25 yrs ago without standards.

41

I am not sure about this question.

42

No comments.

43

No comment.

44

As I said before, for me learning English was not easy. I know
the younger you are when you come to this country it's much
easier and faster to learn. But I also know teachers can really
make a big different for them. I still remember my two teachers
who helped me a lot to learn English. I will never forget them.
They both had a lot patience with me.
ACTFL World Readiness is extremely important in order to
fully understand the learning process in a language.

Category
4
Provide
Guidelines

Category
5
Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Category
6
Students’
Motivation

Category
7
Need of
Training

Category
8
Miscellaneous

Category 9
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

Training
Facilitates
Assessment

Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

"I will reiterate what I said before: K-16 (and beyond) need to
have an articulated sequence of
language study that is fundamentally informed and shaped by
the ACTFL Standards. It will
keep our programs consistent, and the goals of the ACTFL
Standards are clear and concise.
It will take effort to implement them in those institutions who
have not yet done so, but they
can ask for and receive support and guidance from those who
have."
I am not familiar with the ACTFL World Readiness Standards
for learning Languages

39

45

Category
1
Facilitates
Assessment

Provide
Guidelines

Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
Beneficial
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
Provide
Guidelines

Beneficial
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# Response to Item:
In the space below, briefly list and describe, from your point
of view, the key benefits of using the ACTFL Standards for
Learning Languages with regard to teaching and learning a
higher education foreign language course.
46

47

48
49
50

51
52

N/A

53

56

The ACTFL standards have helped me to focus more in taking a
communicative approach when teaching Spanish to my students.
I try to start with a mechanical activity and the move to a more
communicative one so that students can see that what they are
learning can and should be applied in real life outside the
classroom and is not just for a quiz or test that they need to learn
the language, but for their future.
I was trained using ACTFL standards over 15 years ago and it
has always served me well in preparing lessons and productive
student learning.
It allows the learner to see progress by being able to identify the
task or abilities that he or she should start developing or
incorporating to his/her language skills. I would like to get ideas
on how students can keep track of their progress without the use
of summative assessments.
I really enjoy them

57

I find them useful

58

Es muy difÃ-cil seguirlo y aplicarlo con segÃºn quÃ© tipo de
estudiantes.
The ACTFL standards represent what a language teacher should
be doing in the classroom. Restrictions of time and resources
often mean that they can't be fully implemented.

55

59

Category
2
Standards
are
Beneficial

As long as ACTFL continues to provide practical examples of
employing world readiness standards in the classroom then our
students will continue to benefit
My feedback is very positive specially because the instructor
can observe the progress that the students are making and
motivate them. the application of the language in the real world
situations is also extremely rewarding since we live in a fast
pace world and is important to the students to feel that they can
have a pratical use of the language.
Including communication on a daily basis will allow students to
feel comfortable in learning the new language.
I think they are important, but too difficult to implement
In general I believe the guidelines are useful, but also that they
could be better implemented with the course structure we
currently follow.
I would welcome more training done on the standards/

54

Category
1
Facilitates
Assessment

Category
3
Use for
Communication

Category
4
Provide
Guidelines
Provide
Guidelines
Provide
Guidelines

Category
5
Not
Familiar
with
ACTFL

Category
6
Students’
Motivation

Category
7
Need of
Training

Category
8
Miscellaneous

Category 9
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question

Student’s
motivation

Communication
Training
Training

Training
NA/No
Comment/Didn’t
Understand
Question
Communication

Provide
Guidelines

Beneficial

Facilitates
Assessment

Provide
Guidelines

Beneficial
Beneficial
Students’
motivation
Training
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